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AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, £ 1,000,000. 
SUBSCRIBED, £500,000. PAID-UP, £250,000. 


With power to increase. 
HEAD OFFICE: 15, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, E.C. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s staTeD that Lord Justice Corton is suffering from sleep- 
lessness, and it is believed that he has sent in his resignatio. 
Great regret is felt at his absence and ible retirement ; 
whatever one may hear occasionally about the soméwhat 
technical tendency of his mind and his indisposition to go 
beyond the exact point brought forward for decision, everyone 
admires the ease, acuteness, and accuracy with which he deals 
with cases, and the dignity and courtesy of his demeanour on the 
bench. 





Iy Tue ABSENCE of Lord Justice Corron the Lord Chancellor 
has for four days this week been sitting with Lords Justices 
Bowen and Fry in Court of Appeal No. 2. Unfortunately in 
this division of the court the interlocutory cases which can be 
heard by two judges are already exhausted, with the result that, 
in the absence of the Lord Chancellor on Saturday, the Ist ‘of 
November, no appeals can be heard unless the assistance of the 
President of the Queen’s Bench or Probate Division is available. 


Appeal next week. 





Mr. Justice Currry having, with somewhat extra caution, fixed 
the 11th of November as the first day for hearing witness actions, 
found himself almost without work at a very i ; 
present sittings. Consequently a notice has been issued imvitin 3 
anyone whose witness action is ready to be heard to come : 
and have his case di of. This une misfortune has 
arisen by reason of the shortness of the list of non-witness cases, 
which was readily disposed of in a few days, thus leaving a Aiatus 
which may or may not be filled up. 


Now tTHar the magnificent féti 
received at Nottingham f 
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Iv ANOTHER coLUMN we print a valuable letter from a corre- 
wpondent on the subject of the statutory form of reconveyance of 
a statutory mortgage given in the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Our 
correspondent is correct in thinking that we did not. intend to 
deal with the questions he has raised. All that we intended to 
point out was, that the form given in the Act has no statutory 
validity, and that it is as applicable to ordinary mortgages as to 
statutory mortgages. Of course the prudent practitioner who 
uses the form will take care to insert such words as may be 
necessary to pass the parcels. This may be done, as the Act 
provides (section 29) that the form may be used “ with such varia- 
tions and additions (if any) as circumstances may require.” 





THE ADMIRABLE remarks on the Land Transfer Bill in the 
report of the Bristol Incorporated Law Society may possibly be 
very well timed. The council say they “consider that the pro- 
fession and all owners of real property are to be congratulated 
that the attempt to force a compulsory system of registration 
has been frustrated for the fourth time; and the members of 
this society may be assured that if the Bill is again introduced 
with the objectionable provisions unaltered, it will be resisted 
as vigorously as in the past.” We have not had the smallest 
hint of any intention to re-introduce the Bill, but it is to be 
observed that, according to the daily papers, Lord Sauisspury 
came up specially to see the Lord Chancellor last week, and this 
week Lord Satissury, Mr. W. H: Surru, and Lord Hatssury 
are reported to have had a lengthened conference. There is 
apparently something on foot affecting the profession, and it is 
too much to hope that it is the question of the appointment of 
an additional judge of the Chancery Division. There may, 
of course, be nothing in all this to lead to any inference with 
regard to the Land Transfer Bill, but we imagine that the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society will do well to keep 
their weather eye open just now. 


Tue Court or Aprzat have lost no time in stating what is to 
be their course of procedure with regard to new trials. In 
White v. Bolckow, Vaughan, & Co. the Master of the Rolls dis- 
tinguished according as the ground of the application is 
misdirection or misreception of evidence by the judge, or a 
finding against the weight of the evidence by the jury. In all 
cases alike the court will never order a new trial save with the 
most extreme reluctance. But naturally this reluctance will be 
shewn to carry the superlative a step higher most strongly 
where it is alleged that the verdict is against the weight of the 
evidence. The declaration, of course, adds nothing to what has 
been quite recently laid down by the same authority. To induce 
the court to interfere it will be necessary to shew that the verdict 
is one which twelve reasonable men could not fairly have given. 
The court may have their own opinion on the actual correctness 
of the result, but they are not the tribunal before which the 
parties have gone for trial. The jury are the arbiters, and it is 
only in the event of its members having obviously failed in 
their duty that the court will allow the aggrieved party the 
chance of another hearing. The Master of the Rolls also dealt 
with ‘the costs of shorthand notes of the evidence, applications 
for which are so continually made, and as often, at any rate in 
the Court of Appeal, rejected. So far, indeed, from obtaining 
these from the other side, the solicitor of the victorious party 
cannot even enforce them against his client unless he has at the 
outset warned him of his probable liability to pay them in any 
event: Le Blyth and Fanshawe (31 W. R. 283, 10 Q. B. D, 207). 





Some VERY Important observations have been made by Mr. 
Justice Maruew in the course of two applications this week for 
ee off the rolls. On Tuesday he remarked (we 
quote the shorthand notes) that “I know something about 
the case of this particular person. I think the Incorporated 
Law Society should have power to make inquiries into the 
characters of persons who ask to be admited as solicitors. 
I was informed that there was no such power. The par- 
ticular individual was one whom the slightest inquiry into his 
antecedents would shew ought never to have been intrusted 


. 


ednesday, in another case, the learned judge returned to the 
subject and remarked, ‘“‘ What I said yesterday appears to have 
been misunderstood. These’ ted applications make it clear 
to my mind that it would be most desirable that the Law Institu- 
tion should arm itself, if it has not already got full powers, with 
power to inquire more carefully into the character and position 
of those persons who apply to he admitted as solicitors, and that 
they should have the power of rejecting persons they think 
t to be admitted on the roll.” d Mr. Justice GranTHaM 
added: ‘TI think the weight of the observation of my learned 
brother is more apparent in consequence of the calling to the bar 
of gentlemen who have been solicitors. We have heard of 
persons who have been solicitors, and have been unable to carry 
on their business as such, applying to be admitted to the bar.” 
There seems here to be an invitation to the Council of the In- 
corporated Law Society of which we imagine they will not fail 
to avail themselves. 





Tue courts frequently find themselves compelled to go much 
further than they like in holding bills of sale void on merely 
technical grounds; but the case of Bird v. Davey, just decided 
by the Court of Appeal, shews that there are limits to this 
process. Ultimately common sense comes in and asserts its sway. 
The case referred to the attestation clause. It was finally 
settled in Parsons v. Brand (38 W. R. 388) that for a bill of 
sale to be made ‘‘in accordance with the schedule ” annexed to 
the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, it must contain both the address and 
the description of the attesting witness. This is the result of 
the note—‘‘add witness’s name, address, and description ”’— 
rg 0am to the schedule form. If this direction is carried out, 
the form, when complete, will include these details, and the 
omission of them, consequently, is a departure from the form, 
which, of course, cannot be remedied by reference to the 
affidavit. But the recent case, although Poxtocx, B., and Day, 
J., held it to be governed: by Parsons v. Brand, is clearly dis- 
tinguishable. There were three grantors and two attestation 
clauses. The first clause Be he to execution by ore of the 
grantors only, and was duly filled up with the witness’s name, 
address, and description. The second clause referred to the 
execution by the other two grantors, and contained the signature 
of the same witness ; but there was no repetition of his address 
and description. None the less, if it could be reasonably in- 
ferred that he was really the same individual as the one named 
in the first attestation clause, there is no doubt that the require- 
ments of the form are satisfied. Without going beyond the bill 
of sale, it is possible to ‘discover the details in question. But 
that it was really the same witness who signed in both clauses, 
none of the six judges before whom the case has come—in the 
county court, the Divisional Court, and the Court of Appeal— 
had any doubt. It followed, therefore, that the address and 
description given in one clause were sufficient for the other also. 





THERE APPRARS to be no doubt as to the duty of the public to 
assist the police in the apprehension of offenders, and, in spite of 
the failure of the recent prosecution at the Clerkenwell Police 
Court, persons who refuse to render assistance, when duly called 
upon, are liable to be prosecuted for a misdemeanour. The law 
was very clearly laid down by Atprrson, B., in the case of Reg. 
v. Brown (Car. & M. 314). There a constable had interfered in a 
riot caused by a prize-fight, but, in his efforts to arrest the pugi 

lists, he had some four huntlred on-lookers against him. He 
summoned to his aid the defendant, who was sitting on the box 
of a carriage with four horses driven by postilions. The 
defendant excused himself on the ground that he had to mind hig 
horses, but, on being prosecuted for his refusal, he was found 
guilty, and aisehont to pay a fine of forty shillings, and find 
sureties for his good +t Pb From the summing up of 
Auprrsoy, B., it appears that, for an indictment to lie, | ce 
things are necessary. The constable must be justified in making 
the arrest; there must be a reasonable necessity for his invoking 
assistance; and the defendant must have been duly called upon 





to render it. Physical impossibility on his part to do so is a good 
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excuse, but not the circumstances that. F 
have been of no avail. This latter plea was, naturall; 
forward in a case where one constable, assisted apparen 








only a single individual, = county mage, wee oppovel Wo aah t 


wd. But, as the judge said, every man it make 
pea and say that his iadvidual aid would have done no 








and the defendant’s refusal, he pointed out, might have 

and perhaps was, the cause of that of many others. In the | all things are possible, a : 
recent case the plea of physical impossibility was put forward at | that the new law es a preliminary examination, without 
the last moment, and the prosecution consequently was dropped. | stating whether it is to. ain the novelty of the invention, or 
It seems to follow from the above statement of the law that the | merely the formal sufficiency of 


public are entitled to a reasonable time to discover whether the | detail are left for the Patents 
constable is sae in making the arrest in which assistance is 


required. lanation is being given it is probable, 
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43) to settle. As in some recently-attempted ish legislation, 

“the glosses will be more important than the text.” 





indeed, that the offender will ay (a ut that is a matter of B07 


detail. In the case of Reg. v. Phelps ( & M. 180) a zealous but 
unfortunate member of the public omitted this precaution, and 
lost his life in assisting a constable to arrest a man suspected of 
stealing potatoes. The arrest was held to be unwarranted, and 
the killing to be no murder. 





Tue Mrxapo of Japan has conferred upon his subjects the 
benefits of-a brand new patent law, which came into operation on 
the lst of February, 1889, and is in some respects a creditable, 
and in others a very ludicrous performance. Itwas published in the 
Official Gazette of the United States on the 16th of tember, 
1890, and has at last found its way to our own Patent Office Library, 
in the form of a Foreign Office translation. The subject-matter of 
a Japanese patent is on its positive side the same as in land, 
and on its negative side the same as in Germany. Articles of 
food, drink, or fashion (we should like to hear last-named 
judicially defined), pharmaceutical preparations, and articles 
already in use are not patentable. Experimental public user of 
an invention during a period not <emvalinaties years before the 
application does not, however, amount to publication. This 
clause has its analogue in the United States, and might a 
be introduced, at least in principle, into English patent law. The 
definition of ‘‘ patentee’ is equally wide and satisfactory—only 
employés of the Patents Bureau—an office ap 
the new Act—are excluded ; and even in their case the prohibi- 
tion does not extend to patents acquired by inheritance. As in 
England, assignments are valid, but not operative against third 

rties without registration. The personal representatives of an 
inventor who has already applied for a patent — his 
application, and a lost or torn patent may be replaced by a new 
one. The Continental fallacy of ‘compulsory working” has 
entered into the new patent system of Japan—every invention 
protected by a patent must be “ worked ” within three years, and 

such working must not be discontinued for a period of three years 
during the patent term, on pain of forfeiture. The duration of 
a patent is fixed, after the French model, at five, ten, or fifteen 
ears, apparently at the option of the applicant ; and the Mikado, 
rrowing a hint from the United States, has wisely made the price 
of patent privileges low. The patent tax is ten, fifteen, or twenty 
yen (dollars), according as the term is five, ten, or fifteen years, 





THE Provisions we have hitherto been considering are all 
intelligible, if not reasonable, and are marked with the impress 
of Western civilization. There is something almost barbarian 
in the crudeness and injustice of those to which we now come. 
The articles in the new law dealing with the procedure to obtain 
a patent, and with legal proceedings for infringement and 
revocation, are complicated and self-contradictory in the highest 
degree. If our interpretation of them is correct, however, they 
accomplish the startling and almost unique result of making the 
Patents Bureau sole and final arbiter in all questions of inter- 
ference, anticipation, and validity, and also in actions for 
revocation or reduction. The courts of law haye apparently no 
_— to do anything but fine or imprison infri . Not even 

ny has invested its Patent Office with such authority as 
this. But article 7 contains even more astonishing matter: ‘‘In 
the case of an invention” (we quote from the “aig Office 
translation) ‘the unrestricted use of which will be for the public 


mtly created by | para: 


Wurtz THe lirs section of the Settled Land Act, 1890, is 
reasonably clear in meaning, it is not difficult to find fault with 
the language. We are informed that the following question 
has been raised in practice. It will be observed that the money 
authorized by that section to be raised is money required 
“for the purpose of discharging an-incumbrance on the settled 
land or part thereof.” An —— of redemption, together with 
other land, was settled. It was objected that the section did not 
authorize the tenant for life to raise money to discharge the 
mo: , on the ground that it was not an incumbrance on the 
3 vottled fand.” nder the Act of 1882 “land, and any estate or 
interest therein, which is the subject of a settlement, is for the 
purposes of this Act settled land, and is, in relation to the settle- 
ment, referred to in this Act as the settled land”: section 2, sub- 
section (3). ions used in the Act of 1890 have (section 3) 
the same meanings as they have in the Act of 1882. The result 
ap to be that in the case in question the equity of redemption 
only in the land in mortgage was settled, and therefore was settled 
land. So that, if we take the words of the Act of 1890 in their literal 
meaning, the mortgage is not an incumbrance on the settled 
land, and, therefore, mbney cannot be raised under-the section 
for the purpose of paying it off. We need hardly say that we 
do not agree with this view. In our opinion an incumbrance 
mount to the interest settled is an incumbrance on the 
settled land within the meaning of the Act. It is, perhaps, right 
to point out that the language used by Messrs. WoLsTENHOLME 
and TuRNEr in discussing the meaning of ‘‘ settled land ” (see W. 
& T., 5th ed., 219) lends some countenance to the construction 
the Act of 1890 that we disapprove of. 





In THE curtous case of Pridmore v. Hay, tried on Monday 
last, the defendant was sued, under section 41 of the Municipal 
Corporations Act, 1882, for two penalties of £50 each for acting 
as a councillor when, by section 12 of that Act, he was dis- 
qualified by reason of having an interest in a contract with, by, 
or on behalf of the council, the contract consisting in the supply 
of lunch to a committee of the council at the defendant’s 
restaurant, which lunch was paid for out of the borough rates. 
The Lord Chief Justice, however, ruled that the penalties were 
not recoverable, on the authority of Lewis v. Carr (24 W. R. 940), 
in which it was held by the Court of Appeal, on emeate similar 
words in section 28 of the repealed Munici orations Act 
of 1835, that the disqualification caused by interest in a contract 
ceases after the contract is executed, and that “the contract was 
el ” as soon as the defendant was ase Lewis ‘ Carr is ary 
doubt in point, and the decision is ap y correct ; nor is | 
supply of Tanck a very serious matter. But it is obvious that a long 
series of quickly executed contracts might easily be within the, 
mischief of section 12 of the Act, which already contains a 
large number of exceptions, and the ualification under 
which appears to attach, although the disq contract is 
roid in law (see Reg. v. Francis, 18 Q. B. 526). 








Tue ExTeNT of the legislation of 1890 may be gathered from 
the Queen’s Printers’ copy of the ‘‘ Public General Acts” for 53 - 
& 54 Vict., just issued. There are seventy-two chapters, occupying 
about 640 pages, the two Statute Law Revision Acts 
about fifty pages each, and the Lunacy Act more than a h 
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Seventeen of the Acts apply either to Scotland or Ireland only, 
the most important of the former being chapter 40, which 
extends the consolidating Factors Act, 1889, to Scotland. The 
Lunacy Act, the Merchant Shipping Act, the Contagious Diseases 
Pleuro-pneumonia ) Act, the Foreign Jurisdiction Act, the 
es (Winding Up) Act, and the Marriage Act are, or 
have to be, largely supplemented by ‘‘rules and regulations.” 





THE NEW POSITION OF THE COUNTY COURTS. 


In another column will be found printed a return indicating 
to what extent the High Court was relieved by the county courts 
of the burden’ of litigation during the year 1889. It certainly 
merits attention, but it is to be regretted that the valuable infor- 
mation contained in it was not laid before Parliament until towards 
the close of last session, and only a few days before the county 
courts estimates came on for consideration in Supply, though all 
the materials required for its compilation were furnished by the 
cee of the various county courts as early as January last. 

the return in question it will be seen that the number of 
actions and interpleaders remitted from the High Court to the 
county courts last year amounted to 1,561. This is certainly a 
formidable figure, and its significance becomes more apparent 
when it is remembered that, according to the official return for 
1889, the total number of actions that were tried in the High 
Court in that year amounted only to 2,460. It may, therefore, 
truly be asserted that the county courts, in addition to their 
ordinary business, which in .1889 comprised, in round numbers, 
over a million plaints, and to the responsible work imposed upon 
them by the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, which in 1889 
was represented by 341 cases, also dispose of considerably more 
than a third of the total number of actions commenced in the 
High Court, and which come to trial. This surprising state of 
things has, as is well known, been brought about by legislation 
in recent years, culminating in the County Courts Act, 1888, 
which last named Act, contrary to the original intention of its 
framers, and indeed, it may almost be said, per incuriam in 
committee, has doubled the pecuniary limit of the county courts 
over remitted actions of contract. The additional labour thus 
imposed upon our county court judges mainly falls upon those 
who de so ably over the metropolitan courts. Thus, it 
w appear that of the 1,900 remitted causes (including inter- 
pleaders) and employers’ liability «ctions disposed of in the 
county courts in 1889, no less a number than 809 fell 
to the share of the metropolitan county courts, and of 
these Circuit No. 43, over which Judge Sronor presides, 
heads the list with a total of 143 causes, a figure which on 
Judge Bacon’s two circuits (Nos. 89 and 42) is exceeded by two 
only, according to the last annual parliamentary return of the 
work of the county courts. 

From what has already been stated it is evident that the 
county courts have lost their original character of mere 
small debts courts, and have developed into valuable auxili- 
aries to the High Court. But, though the jurisdiction 
of the county courts has in recent years been so largely 
increased, and though the labours of the judges who pre- 
side over them have, in consequence, become more and more 
onerous every year, the judicial pay shews no corresponding 
increase, but, on the contrary, remains precisely what it was in 
1865, when ae oe jurisdiction of the county courts was, 
e »mparatively ing, insignificant, and before the passing of 
the Em loyers’ Liability Act and other important ile pres en 
which have so largely increased the business of the county 
courts. This state of things is certainly most unjust, and the 
sooner it is remedied the better. In our opinion the metro- 
politan county court judges, like the metropolitan police magis- 
trates, should receive larger salaries than their provincial 
brethren, but we also think that a// county court judges deserve 
more generous treatment at the hands of Parliament than has 
hitherto been extended to them. 

It seems probable that the county courts have a great future 
before them, and it is by no means unlikely that they may, at 
no very distant date (whether we wish it or not), become the onl 
courte of first instance in this country, when, of course, the High 
Court would, to all intents and purposes, be transformed into a 





mere court of In preparation for this possible change, 
whenever it become an accomplished fact, it is certainly 
desirable that a very high standard of efficiency amongst our 
county court judges should be maintained, by the appointment 
to the county court bench, whenever vacancies occur, of 
barristers of recognized ability and learning. The present 
judicial salaries are, we think, certainly not calculated to make 
such men accept in future county court judgeships now that the 
judicial labours have become so onerous. That, taken as a 
whole, the present county court judges fulfil their important 
duties to the satisfaction of the public will be generally 
admitted, while the exceptional ability displayed by some who 
sit on the metropolitan county court bench is undeniable. But, 
looking to the future, it may well be doubted whether, if the 
ever-increasing labours of our county court judges are never to 
be rewarded by increased salaries, the country will always be 
able to secure the services of competent men to administer 
justice in our county courts. 








THE PARTNERSHIP ACT, 1890. 
I 


Aut lawyers know, and laymen may be interested to learn, that, 
with some exceptions, the whole of the law relating to partners 
has hitherto been, so far as statute is concerned, an unwritten 
law, and that it is due to the learning and common sense of our 
judges and the persevering industry of our text-writers that the 
principles of partnership law have been evolved from the mass 
of litigation upon this subject. Thirty years have now elapsed 
since Lord Justice LixpLey’s scientific treatise first appeared, 
and although other writers preceded him—notably Monracv, 
Warson, Gow, Cotter, Story, and Bisserr, to whom he refers 
in his preface to the 1st edition—it is mainly due to his masterly 
exposition of the law that any attempt at codification became 
possible, and to the energy and ability of Sir Freperick 
Potxock that a code of partnership law has now become an 
accomplished fact, for no one can fail to observe the similarity 
in language between the present Act and his Digest of the Law 
of Partnership. 

Examining the Act as a whole, we cannot but think that the 
commercial community, whom it chiefly concerns, owe a tribute 
of gratitude to lawyers in general, and to those whose names 
are referred to in particular, for having rendered it possible, 
without much encouragement, to place so carefully-drawn an 
Act upon the Statute-book. The result, though small, repre- 
sents an immense amount of labour, and should prove a sound 
foundation for a complete code of the law of partnership, and 
ultimately of the whole mercantile law of this country. 

The Act purports “to declare and amend” the law of part- 
nership, but, upon a careful comparison with the decisions, will 
be found to be mainly declaratory. One important amendment 
is, however, effected. Under the former law a creditor who had 
obtained judgment for a separate debt by a person who 
happened to be in partnership was enabled to levy execution 
for payment upon the property of the firm. Although the 
creditor could ultimately only obtain, at the most, his debtor’s 
share in the partnership property, considerable inconvenience 
was occasioned to the co-partners, who had either to submit toa 
dissolution or buy out the sheriff. By the machinery of section 
23 the creditor can now only obtain a charging order. The Act 
has avoided dealing with some of the more intricate questions 
of the law, which are open to considerable amendment, but which 
might give rise to some discussion ; and an opportunity for some 
important reforms, especially that of allowing persons, by regis- 
tration, to become “limited” partners, has been missed, but the 
Act is nevertheless a most useful one. ; 

It may be observed that the new Act is, wath some exceptions, 
made to apply to Scotland. Considering the wide difference 
there is between the Scotch and English law in some of the most 
essential principles of the law of partnership, some difficulties 
may not improbably arise in applying the law, as enacted, in the 
Scotch courts, but even if this were not so it would have been 
better to have postponed the application of the Act to Scotland 
until the two systems had been more nearly assimilated, rather 
than give, as it were, legislative sanction to what, if the English 
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law is right, are-defects in the Scotch law. Another objection 
—— be urged that the word “firm” is used in two totally 
ifferent senses in the same Act, as ee seen, & 
fact which of itself is likely to cause some ion. 
It is now proposed to discuss the Act upon its meri 


> ting 
out, as far as possible, the relative importance of the ifferent 


sections, and tracing the origin of each portion, noting any 
alterations which appear to have been made in the existing 
law. Such a survey, within the limits proposed, can, of course, 
only be fragmentary, but, owing to the peculiar nature of the 
Act, this seems to be the best course in order that the general 
effect of the — statute may be fully appreciated. 

The Act, which comes into M green on the Istof January, 1891 
(section 49), after discussing the nature of a partnership, divides 
the subject into three main headings under the following titles, 
Relations of partners to persons dealing with them, Relations of 
partners to one another, and Dissolution of partnership and its 
consequences. It will thus, be seen that the whole area of the 
law is covered. In some places, as might be expected, these 
headings overlap; thus most of the third heading might be sub- 
divided and placed under the first two headings, while a few 
questions incidental to a dissolution are dealt with under the 
first and second headings (¢.g., sections 17, 18, 29, and 31.) 
Cross-divisions are, however, inevitable in the best classifica- 
tions, and the general arrangement seems logical and practical. 
It roughly divides the law into divisions which regard a partner- 
ship business from two aspects—(a) while it is a going concern, 
(6) on winding up. The sub-divisions are also most carefully 
arranged upon true logical principles, so that there is little 
difficulty in finding one’s way about, a most important qualifica- 
tion from the practical point of view. Although the subject is 
capable of infinite variety in the matter of arrangement, we 
propose, in examining the statute, to adhere, as far as ible, 
to the method adopted under the following heads, subject, if 
necessary, to variation:—(a) definition of partnership, (6) 
Bovii’s Act, (c) meaning of firm, (¢d) power to bind firm, (¢) 
liability of partners, (/) holding out, (g) change in firm, (A) 
partnership property, (7) partnership share, (j) partnershi 
agreement, (£) dissolution, (7) premium, (m) retiring or deomagl 
partner, 

Definition of partnership.—tt is unfortunate at the outset that 
the term “partnership” does not more readily lend itself to 
purposes of definition, but the fact remains that, in spite of 
numerous attempts by many learned persons from the earliest 
times, no complete definition has yet been found. “ Partnership 


is the relation which subsists between persons carrying on a/ widowsand children of any deceased partn 
mt not (section 2, sub-section (3) (¢)); an alteration suggested, no 


business in common with a view to profit’ (section 1, sub-section 


can be inferred, i 2a Pap saogcgian ya gh tari 
im 


tions. ing profits, it is true, is one of the elements 
motion of ip, but furnishes one only among other links 
in the chain of evidence required. Hatssvury, in the case 


of Adam v. Newbigging (1888), 13 App. Cas. 316, says :— 

‘‘Tfthe problem to be solved is whose the business really is, it is obvious 
that many questions of fact may be material in arriving at a sound conclu- 
sion, such es the money supplied, the control of the business, the profits 
received, and the characterin which they are received,’’ 


and in the same year the danger of taking one of these circum- 
stances as raising a presumption of ae. was clearly 

inted out by the Court of Appeal in y V. Consolidated 
Bank, 38 Ch. D. 238, and Justice Lixpiey, at p. 258, is 
reported to have said :—“ It appears to me to be a fallacy tosay 
that you are to proceed upon the idea that sharing profits primd 
facie creates a partnership.” 

The Act proceeds to qualify the statement that receipt of 
profits is primd facie evidence of partnership by the following 
words :— 

‘¢ But the receipt of such a share, or of a payment con nt on or - 
ing with the +m 4 of a business, does akan itself santo a pater dices, in 
the business ; and in particular— 

(a) The receipt by a person of a debt or other Sgetieied, amount by 
instalments or otherwise out of the accruing profits of a business does not 
of itself make him a partner in the business or liable as such.’’ 

These clauses are new. Then follow other cases of persons 
sharing profits who are not a which are taken from the 
now repealed Act, known as Boviix’s Act, which is discussed in 
the next heading. 

Bovill’s Act—The remainder of the second section and the 
whole of the third section of the new Act embody the provisions 
of the Act to amend the Law of Partnership, 1865 (28 & 29 Vict. 
c. 86), generally called Bovitx’s Act, which consisted of only six 
sections, and mainly declared existing law. The Act itself is 
repealed (section 48 and schedule), but substantially re-enacted 
with a few alterations in and arrangement. Attention 
may be drawn to a change in the Ist section of the late Act. It 
is now expressly stated that an agreement ‘‘ by way of loan” 
under the Act must be in writing, “and signed by or on behalf 
of all the parties thereto” (section 2 (3) (@)), thus ing the 
point raised in Pooley v. Driver (5 Ch. D. 458, at p. 468) as to 
whether a contract which was unsigned, or was signed by only 
one of the parties to the ent, was sufficient. 

The section in the late Act referring to widows and children 
(section 3) is now no longer confined to the widows and children 
‘‘of the deceased partner of a trader,” but is extended to the 
er, whether a trader or 


(1)). And later we find that ‘ business ” includes every trade, | doubt, by the wider application of the more recent laws relating 


occupation, or profession (section 45). The incompleteness of the | to bankruptcy. 


definition seems to be acknowledged by the pains which are sub- 


Some improvements in } are effected in the section 


sequently (section 1, sub-section (2), and section 2), taken to | (section 5) of Bovit1’s Act by which vendors of will and 


shew what is not a partnership. We 


certainly miss the | persons advancing money by way of loan under the 


are post- 


two important elements of contract and participation in| poned to ordinary creditors in the event of insolvency (see section 


profit, which are inseparable from the partnership relation. | 3 of the present Act). 


For example, in place of the opening 


That partnership is the result of agreement, even though in words, ‘In the event of any such trader as aforesaid being ad- 
such cases as J’ooley v. Driver the full effect of the agreement | judged a bankrupt,” &c., which were ambiguous, the following 


may be misunderstood, is an elementary proposition in the law, 


words are substituted: ‘In the event of any person to whom 


and of sufficient importance to have been either directly stated | money has been advanced by way of loan upon such a contract 
or included in the definition. It is, moreover, difficult to imagine | as is mentioned in the last foregomg section, or of any buyer of 
a case where a partner does not share the profits of the business. | a goodwill in consideration of a share of the profits of a business, 
A further criticism suggests itself as to whether a “ joint adven- being adjudged a bankrupt,” &c. Apart from these somewhat 
ture,” which can hardly be regarded as a “ business” within | trivial alterations, we note no substantial amendment in an Act 
the meaning of the Act, is included within its terms, although | which has met with no favour at the hands of our ju and 


from section 32 (4) we gather that such was probably the inten- | has, pe 
W. Bl. 998) and Waugh v. Carver (2 H. Bl. 235), tended to 


tion of the Legislature. 


In proceeding to shew what is not a partnership, the Act, per- | foster the f 
haps, goes somewhat unnecessarily out of the way. Few require | a person who shares profits is a partner. It 


rhaps, more even than the decisions of Grace v. Smith (2 


acy that, because © partees sages BF9P™ pag 
as, at any 


to be told that ‘co-owners are not necessarily partners ” or that | given rise to much misunderstanding and some litigation, and an 


“sharing of gross returns does not of itself create a ership,” 


opportunity seems to have been lost of 


ing the results of 


although it is true there are some early decisions which establish | the decisions in Holme v. Hammond (L. R. 7 Ex. 218), Ex parte 


these propositions. But in section 2, sub-section (3), we come to 
a statement which requires closer criticism. 
person of a share of the profits of a business is primd facie 
evidence that he is a partner in the business,” It may be 


in some statutory enactments, and was 


Sheil, Re Lonergan (4 Ch. D. 789), Pooley v. Driver (5 Ch. D. 
“The receipt by a | 458), and other cases which might be mentioned. 


ion “ firm” is used 


Meant “ .’—Although the 
caning of “ firm 0 ea 


questioned whether it was advisable to lay down this rule without | legal phrase in the rules of procedure, as, for example, in R.8.C., 





at least giving other facts from which the partnership relation | ord, 16, r. 14, whereby partners may sue and be sued in the 
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firti-name, the Legislature has hitherto not attempted to define 
its use in English ae The inconvenience which was likely to 
arise from this want of an authoritative definition is now 
removed. 

4,—(1) ‘‘ Persons who have entered into partnership with one another 
are, for the purposes of this Act, called collectively a firm, and the name 
under which their business is carried on is called the firm-name.”’ 

*4Phis definition is especially important, because it gives sub- 
stance to a leading principle in the law of partnership in 
land which is supposed to differ from the mercantile view. 
The Scotch law, as the 2nd sub-section shews, is different, 
and regards a partnership firm as “a legal person distinct from 
the partners of which it is composed.” The word “firm” is 
thus used in two different senses, a fact which seems likely to 
oceasion some confusion of thought in the fobeepetniin of the 
Act. This section concludes the discussion of the ‘‘ Nature of 
Partnership,” which is the first division of the Act. 








CONCERNING LAW REPORTERS. 
[By AN OLD HAnpD.] 
L 


Ir is nearly forty years since the writer left Cambridge, and not ve 
long afterwards he became one of the then comparatively sma 
chancery bar. ‘‘What mighty contests rise from trivial things!” 
exclaims the poet of Twickenham, and how often people obtain that 
for which they have striven the least. Even in those Save, when one 
was not expected to canvass four inns of court for testimonials, a 
reportership would have been welcome to many a man, although not 
just called ; and when one was bestowed on your correspondent, he 
felt, if possible, even more surprised than gratified. His friends were 

leased to ascribe the early appointment to his own abilities, but he 

ore modestly, if not’ openly, set it down to the unsolicited good 
offices of a well-known and very learned judge. No matter how it 
came about exactly, for so many of the reporters of that time have 
since gone to the bench, the grave, or elsewhere, that to be too 
explicit would be to reveal one’s identity. Suffice it to say that the 
appointment was very useful to a young man with little money and 
less influence, and that it was retained long after the reporter, 
‘under or by virtue of certain mesne assignments, acts in the law, 
and other events,” had been rendered independent of his profession. 
For it is wonderful how reporting grows on one, The desire of an 
actor on a holiday to go to the theatre as one of the audience is nothing 
as compared with the fascination which a court has for a reporter or 
a. quondam reporter. I remember an excellent reporter with only one 
weakness, that he was occasionally invalided. He was conscientious 
enough to employ a substitute, and wrote to him overnight to 
“devil” the court on the usual terms; but almost before the substi- 
tute had taken his seat the invalid was there, not so much to look 
after the “devil,” but because he could not keep away. 

At the end of the second volume of MacquEEn’s Reports there is a 
Iéarned and amusing ‘‘ Note on Reporting” which one is tempted to 
set out at length, Why he placed it in a volume of reports of cases 
in.the House of Lords it is unnecessary to inquire. In the same 
volume he inserted the peers’ debate on the appellate jurisdiction, 
extracts from the opinions delivered before the committee, the report 
of the committee, and a note on the Court of Cassation. He was 
peonehy convinced of the necessity of reform among the peers, and 

e thought that the reporters, for whom he must have had at least as 
much respect, might also mend their ways. His regard, both for reform 
and reporters, is, indeed, strikingly shewn by the following marginal 
aote on his own ‘Note on Reporting” :—‘‘In a paper printed for 
the House of Lords in 1850 it is said that in America ‘the office of 
reporter is considered of such importance that the holder of it ranks 
FS 98 pe om ag after the Attorney-General.’ America, however, 
is;but a Republic.” ‘‘ Considering,” says Mr. MAcQquEEN, “the cir- 
cumstances of discouragement [the remark, of course, does not apply 
to the House of Lords} under which reports are, in general, pre- 

ared, they are wonderful efforts of care and accuracy, and honour- 
able specimens of human perseverance. The oppressive prolixity of the 
arguments (inducing somnolency unless the student's ardour be great), 
he poverty of their ordinary materials, the expenditure of time and 
money which they occasion, are not chargeable against the ill-rewarded 
enthusiasts ””—fancy calling a modern Law Reports reporter occasion- 
ally oseep in court, an ‘‘ill-rewarded enthusiast”’—‘‘ who compose 
them us, Mr. A. publishes a long case simply because Mr. B. has 
published it, or may publish it, under a similar apprehension respect- 
ing Mr. A. So, again, Messrs. C., D., E., sak Y. are respectively 
operated upon by the like curious rivalry. Each fears the omission by 
himéelf of something that may be cited from another. Hence the 
reports recommend themselves to buyers, not as containing the good 








cases and the good dicta, but as containing all the cases and all the dicta.’””- 
But, whatever Mr. MAcQuUEEN might think, is it not a smaller misfortune 
to have a few unnecessary cases reported than to have one important 
decision left unrecorded ? Who shall say what is ‘‘a case” or & 
good dictum”? ? A Queen’s counsel, who was formerly on a certain 
series of reports, was once heard to say that whenever he heard pro- 
nounced a decision that he considered emphatically wrong, he made a 
point of reporting it. _‘‘ Most of them,” said this worthy, ‘‘ have been 
since brought up, followed by courts of first instance for some years, 
and ultimately overruled either in the Court of Appeal or the feuds 
of Lords; but it has required the House of Lords to get rid of most 
of them, and there are still a few left for the benefit. of counsel for 
clients who are quite in the wrong.” Lord CAMPBELL set a bad 
example by keeping unpublished a drawer-full of what. he called 
somebody’s bad law. A decision which to a reporter ap 
strikingly wrong, ought, generally, to be reported forthwith, and the 
anomalous state of the law—for it is the law until reversed or over- 
ruled—ought to be pointed out. 

Referring to MACQUEEN has led one to turn over curiously a few 
of his pages, and his manner of reporting what he doubtless thought 
*« good dicta’? reminds one forcibly of the style of certain. reports, in 
the columns of a daily age ‘‘The respondent’s counsel said :— 
Suppose an indictment for stealing a goose or a duck, and suppose 
the jury to return a verdict for stealing a goose. That vas g do 
[Lord BrouGHAM: Aye, but suppose the verdict to be general, as in 
this case. Now could you be sure that the jury were unanimous ? 
Six of them might have thought the proof confined to the goose, and 
six to the duck]” (vol. 1, p. 216). This is remarkably like some of 
the utterances in what ought to be called ‘‘ Queen’s Bench Court I.” 
Again, ‘‘ The Lord Chancellor, in course of the hearing, remarked that 
the appellant’s case extended to 109 pore quarto pages. His lord- 
ship hoped that the appellant’s school had been a good one, and that 
he could afford such costly litigation.” One sees the Master of the 
Rolls and Lord CoLERIDGE occasionally reported very much like this: 
‘‘Lord St. LEonarDs: The question is, do these doctrines extend to 
a case which has been decided by this House?” ‘‘ We do not see how 
a decision by this House can be any exception.” ‘‘The Lord Chan- 
cellor: The only question to which we directed your attention was 
that to which Lord Sr. LEonarps refers,” ‘Lord Sr. LeonaRDSs: 
In Tommy v. White could they have proceeded in the court below, 
notwithstanding the decision of this House ?”’ ‘‘ That case cannot be 
assimilated to the present. In Tommy v. White there was an affirm- 
ance of the decree below.” ‘‘ Lord St. LEoNaRDS: So there has been 
here.” ‘Lord BrovGHam: Suppose a suit in the Ecclesiastical 
Court,” &c., &e. ‘‘ Precisely,” and so on, for another page or two. 
As surely as Paul sat at the feet of Gamaliel, so does a certain news- 
paper reporter chronicle ‘‘ good dicta’ on the model of MAcquzEEN. 

This same recorder of the lore of lords tells his readers that the 
reports would have appeared sooner ‘‘ were it not for the time which 
has been consumed in the revision of the judgments.”’ Were judges 
as bad then as they are said to be now? Ata future date it may be 

ssible to set out side by side a certain judge’s ‘‘ Englysche as she 
is spoke”’ and his judgment as it appears after the reporter has re- 
vised it, and the judge has struck out the sentences which even he 
cannot understand. Judges differ as much on this head as reporters 
do in their revising habits. From all accounts Lord Justice BOwEN’s 
judgments—even the unwritten ones—not only do not require, but 
actually suffer from, alterations. Lord HATHERLEY, on the other 
hand, required a lot of revision. This was established in the Court 
of Appeal one day when Sir GzorcE JEssEL and the present Master 
of the Rolls were sitting together. One of the tecuall, commenting 
on a judgment of Sir W. P. Woop, said that the report was probably 
not exactly what he said, but his judgment corrected ond altered 
by himself. ‘I don’t believe it,” said Brerr, L.J., “I don’t 
ps ee mine, and I don’t think Lord HaATnHERLEY altered his much.” 
Sir G. Jessen said, ‘‘I often alter mine, and I have heard that Lord 
HATHERLEY revised his own a good deal. What do you say, Mr. 
Ince?” Mr. INcE said he had been once a reporter in the deceased 
judge’s court, and he could testify to the fact that Lord HaTHERLEY 
did occasionally alter his judgments.” Brerr, L.J., said, ‘“‘ Perhaps 
he altered a word or two, but not thoughts.” ‘‘ Oh yes, he did,” 
said Sir GEORGE, ‘‘ the sentences used to come out—whole pages of 
them, thoughts and all.” 





On Monday the Master of the Rolls said that the court had now come 
to a deeision as to the method in which it would take its work. There 
were now three classes of appeals before the court—namely, final appeals, 
interlocutory appeals, and applications for new trials. In future the court 
would take interlocutory appeals on Mondays instead of on Wednesdays, 
as heretofore ; final appeals and the new trial paper would be taken alter- 
nately each week, and would go right through the week with the exception 
of Fridays, when bankruptcy appeals, if any, would be taken. This week, 
therefore, the court would go on with the new trial paper; next week it 
would take final appeals, and so on on alternate weeks. 
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REVIEWS. 
PUBLIC UNDERTAKINGS. 


Tue LAW RELATING To Pusiic StaTuTORY UNDERTAKINGS, COM- 
PRISING RaAtmway CoMPANTIES, WATER, GAs, AND Cana Com- 
PANIES, Haroun, Docks, AND PIERS; WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE 
TO MopERN Decisions. By Joun B. Street, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 
This book contains in a small compass a large amount of useful 

information; its style is clear and its arrangement Its object 

is to expound the law with regard to works of a public nature, ‘the 
construction, maintenance, and management of which are in 
to bodies of private individuals having no other public character than 
that which is derived from the orig undertaking with which 
they are concerned.” By this definition the author cuts off Govern- 
ment departments on the one side, and corporations existing solely 
for gain on the other, and confines himself to the class of undertak- 
ings an enumeration of which is given on the title- Sipe CS 


corporations generally; then with the statutes, the Companies 
Clauses Consolidation Acts and the Lands Clauses Consolidation Acts, 
which apply to all public undertakings; and, lastly, with the statutes 
relating to undertakings of a ific character. This includes a wide 
domain of law, and the book has e little over 200 . Hence the 
author cannot give more than a sketch, and this he done so well 
that we hope to see some omissions speedily remedied in asecond edition. 
Although the decision is strictly applicable only to ordinary com- 
panies, an allusion to Re Pyle Works (Limited) (38 W. R. 282) might 
ave been expected in dealing with m of unpaid s. In 
reference to the holding by s tiirectoe of ‘in his own right,” 
the authority quoted is Pulbrook v. Richmond Consolidated Mining Co. 
(27 W. R. 377, 9 Ch. D. 610), though considerable doubt is thrown 
upon it by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Bainbridge v. Smith 
(87 W. R. 594). At p. 163 allusion is made to the probable illegality 
of bye-laws requiring passengers who have no ticket to pay the fare 
from the starting point of the train, but nothing is said as to the 
express provision on the subject contained in section 5 of the 
Regulation of Railways Act, 1889. Finally, as to the remedy of 
itors against individual shareholders, it is stated (p. 44) that this 
is by act. fa., though it may be suggested that they ought to a) 
for leave to issue execution under R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 42, r. 23 (d). 
These matters do not seem to be altogether explained py want of 
— The book nevertheless will be found to be a useful guide to 
the subject with which it deals. 





THE LAW QUARIERLY REVIEW. 


Edited by Sir FREDERICK PotLock. October, 1890. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited. ) 


This number contains several articles of considerable interest. To 
Mr. Kenelm Digby’s reply on the law of criminal conspiracy we have 
already Saline’ Ashe p- 781). It concludes the controversy, but 
leaves matters very much as they were before. As to the rule against 
remoteness, Mr. Vaizey has the satisfaction of knowing that he has 
examined the matter much more minutely than the Court of Appeal, 
Mr, Manson has some strong remarks to make on tinkering company 
law. With the Memorandum of Association Act and the Directors’ 
Liability Act he is satisfied, but the Winding-up Act he regards as a 
wanton and costly piece of interference with non-official liquidators. 
To the student we recommend Mr. Buckland’s.article on abstract 
jurisprudence. He will probably be pleased to see how the writer 
falls foul of that somewhat misty science. As he conceives it, it can 
only be usefully employed in connection with a sound understanding 
of the principles underlying some one body of law. Of course this is 
so. Divorced from an actual system, ar gp aS gs is the merest 
shadow of a shade. In discussing gifts of chattels without delivery, 
both the editor and Mr. Elphinstine regard the recent decision of the 
Court of Ap in Cochrane v. Moore (38 W. R. 588) as correct, the 
former pointing out that the mere parol gift might be valid to pass 
the ‘‘ special property ”’ or right to possess. This distinction, perhaps, 
explains some of the old cases which k of ‘property ”’ simply. 
None the less the development of English law, which has dispensed 
with delivery in cases of sale, might have been expected to dispense 
with it in cases of gift also. Other articles are those on the Bourgoise 
case in London and Paris, by Mr. Malcolm M’Ilwraith, and on the 
compulsion of subjects to leave the realm, by Mr. W. F. Craies. 





CONSTITUTIONAL HISTORY, 


Eyeiisu ConsTITUTIONAL HisToRY FROM THE TEUTONIC CoNQUEST 
TO THE PRESENT TIME. By T. P. TASWELL-LANGMEAD, B.C.L. 
FourtH Eprrion revised throughout, with notes and appendices. 
By C. H. E. Carmicnarn, M.A. Stevens & Haynes. 


and as to two of she deat aeeeies) remodelled, has devoted 

much care and ingenuity many points in connection ion with the 

preparation of the present edition. result of his labours has been 

to add very bulky—and we may add very valuable—notes and 

a dices. We hope he will consider, with regard to the next 
tion, whether it eg BA Sa Paper ae ge a | 

int ot the eeteercales: Mee ene ae een 

appendices. e have always entertained a high opinion of Mr. 

Taswell-Langmead’s work as a text-book for students, and we should 

be sorry to suggest any alteration which would render it less 

for this p But it seems to us that by the use of smaller 

in the text for the portions which the student need not trouble 

with, this difficulty might be surmounted. 





TRADE-MARKS. 


THE Law OF TRADE-MARKS AND THEIR REGISTRATION, AND MATTERS 
CONNECTED THEREWITH, INCLUDING A CHAPTER ON GOODWILL. 
Lewis Boyp SEBASTIAN, B.C.L., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Tarp 
EpiTion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


It is hardly necessary to tell anyone who has consulted the lagt 
edition of this book that it is characterized by mastery of the subject, 
exemplary industry, and completeness and accuracy of statement. It 
is rarely we come across a law book which embodies the results 
of years of careful investigation and ical ience in a branch 
of law, or that can be unhesitatingly ; 
authority. This is what can be said of Mr. Sebastian’s book 
book has undergone careful revision, and the Merchandise 
1887, has been incorporated. We observe that in the on 

will (p. or Mr. Sebastian remarks that while Pearson v. Bon 
27 Ch. D. 145) appears, so far as the Supreme Court is con- 
cerned, to conclude the question as to whether a vendor of good- 
will can be restrained from soliciting old customers of the business, 
yet ‘‘after the gp fluctuation of judicial opinion, the jos aang 
dissent of Lindley, L.J., from the decision, and the ible 
arguments of Jessel, M.R., in the opposite direction, it seems 
too much to say that this point can be regarded as finally settled 
without a judgment of the House of Lords.” 





STATUTES OF LAST SESSION. 


Tue SraTuTEs oF PracricaL UTILITY IN THE CIVIL AND CRIMINAL 
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE PASSED IN 53 & 54 Vicrort (1890). 
ALPHABETICALLY ARRANGED WITH NOTES THEREON AND A 
Copious: INDEX. By J. M. Lety, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Mr. Lely has had an unusually arduous task this year. Parlia- 
ment has provided him with seventy-two statutes, out of which he has 
selected forty-six for annotation. The notes are not less useful and 
practical than those in the previous issues; they are a very valuable 
assistance to the comprehension of the meaning of the Acts. We 
observe with pleasure that the editor has in his preface made some 
practical suggestions for improvements in future legislation, which we 
earnestly hope may receive the attention of legislators, and pa: ly 
of the official framers and introducers of Acts. In particular we 
would most strongly im on them the last suggestion, which is 
that “‘the delegation of the power to make rules ‘to take effect as if 
enacted’ in the delegating statute should be more sparingly and 
carefully used.” 





POOR LAW STATUTES. 


Tue Poor Law STATUTES, COMPRISING THE STATUTES IN FORCE 
RELATING TO THE PooR AND TO GUARDIANS, OVERSEERS, UNIONS, 
AND PARISHES FROM 1879 TO 1889 INCLUSIVE, TOGETHER WITH sO 
MUCH OF THE Lunacy Act, 1890, AS RELATES TO PAUPER 
Lunatics. Wirn Nores AnD INDEX. By ALEX. MAcMDRRAN, 
M.A., anp M. 8. J. MAcmorran, Barristers-at-Law. Shaw & 
Sons. 

Here we have all the Acts of the last ten years having any bearing 
upon the law relating to unions and parishes, or affecting the duties 
of guardians, rural sanitary authorities, overseers, or poor law or 
parochial officers, collected in @ handy volume, with practical and 
explanatory notes, and rendered easy of access by a full index. The 
Acts of the last session are included and ann tated 





THE LAW OF RATING. 

Reports OF RATING APPEALS HEARD DURING 1886—1890 BEFORE 
THE QUEEN’s. BeNcH Drvision aND CoURT OF APPEAL, THE 
ASSESSMENT SESSIONS, AND LONDON QUARTER SESSIONS; WITH A 
DIGEST OF THE PRACTICE UNDER THE VALUATION (METROPOLIS) 
Act, 1869, AND THE ACTS INCORPORATED THEREWITH ; 





Mr. Carmichael, by whom the last edition of this book was revised 


OF STATUTES, AND THE ORDERS MADE BY THE County oF Lon- 
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Don ‘QuarTzER Szssions. By WALTER C. Rypz, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Butterworths. 

Ryde’s Reports of Metropolitan Rating Appeals is already well known. 
The p volume continues the series on an enlarged scale, as 
it ‘malades decisions of the porch Bench Divisi regs the oom 
ae cases sta sessions outside the metropolis. 
Also the work is prefaced by a very useful digest of the practice under 
the Valuation (Metropolis Act, 1869. This, with the statutes printed 
at the end, forms a useful addition to the reports, and the volume 
thus contains the greater part of what the practitioner requires to 
have at band. 





SOLICITORS’ DIARY. 

THE Souicirors’ Diary, ALMANAC, AND LEGAL Directory, 1891. 
Forty-seventh year of publication. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 
This useful diary reaches us the first of the series. We must give a 

word of praise to the excellent paper for the diary and to the care 

with which the “‘ stamp duties’’ portion is kept up to date by Mr. 

Bond. In other respects we observe a constant effort to meet the 

convenience of practitioners. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE “‘DEED OF STATUTORY RECONVEYANCE.”’ 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Yonr note last week as to the ‘‘ Deed of Statutory Reconvey- 
ance of M *” does not, and perhaps was not meant to, refer to 
an important point with to the form. 

It will be observed that the mortgagee as mortgagee conveys to the 
a all the lands and hereditaments now vested in the mortgagee 
under 


mortgage. 

How is anyone dealing with the mortgagor to feel sure that a part 
of the property has not already been reconveyed to the 
mortgagor or some other person ? 

In this respect the statutory form is curiously unlike that in general 
use, which purports to reconvey all the property comprised in the 

, and all other property, if any, subject to redemption by 
virtue f, 

The so-called statutory form raises the uncomfortable suspicion 
that the ises one is dealing with may have previously been 
alienated by the mortgagee, whose implied covenant against incum- 
brances is rendered indefinite by the utterly uncertain nature of the 

A. BR. 


October 27. 
[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S. J.] 





THE AUDIENCE OF SOLICITORS’ CLERKS IN COUNTY 
COURTS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Having regard to your observations respecting the action of 
certain county court judges in not allowing solicitors’ clerk who ma 
be themselves solicitors to practise before them, in accordance wit 
what you state to be “the plain intention of the Legislature,” I 
venture to submit, for argument’s sake, whether the wording of 
section 72 of the County Courts Act, 1888, discloses so very clearly 
what those intentions are. 

Is the fact of a solicitor being a clerk in the permanent employ of 
another solicitor to give him the right of audience quite irrespective of 
the fact that the employer is the solicitor actually issuing the process 
and ver y for the client interested; so as to control or 
override restriction at the commencement of the section in that 
direction, and as to retaining a solicitor-advocate’ or does it only 
mean that, if otherwise qualified—i.c., by holding a certificate and by 
reason of having issued the process in his own name, or possessing a 
direct retainer—the objection of his being a clerk shall not prevail ? 
which seems to be the view taken by the court in He Rogers (16 W. RB. 


__ I have always considered the restriction to apply to the latter view, 
im the interest, not so much of the bar as of junior practitioners, who 
might otherwise be deprived of work by the employment of a clever 
advocate as a paid clerk. Ryotsrnar C. C, 


AUCTIONEERS’ AND SOLICITORS’ AUCTION FEES, 
(To the Editor of the Solicitor’ Journal.) 


Six,—I send you herewith « copy of the printed conditions cf sale 
of some lead works, machinery, and plant in this neighbourhood 
veemtly ered for sale by public auction here, The property, 





which was offered in one lot (but did not sell), might have 
been worth, the land and buildings, £3,500, and the steam-engine, 
, &c., £1,500, or £5,000 in The vendor’s solicitors were a 

in another town, and the auctioneers a local firm. Not only did 
the vendor’s solicitors adopt and print. verbatim the public sale con- 
ditions of the Bristol Incorporated Law Society, without, as far as I 
am aware, asking the leave of the society through their secretary to 
do so, but ‘‘ out-Heroded Herod ”’ in their ial conditions of sale, 
the 6th of which was as follows :— 

‘*6, The purchaser shall, in addition to paying the deposit herein- 
[er reget at id same oe pay to the auctioneer a fee 
‘or selli € pro’ , the sum of one guinea in respect of every 
£100, or tl nek of £100, of the soeeRadiow sgt a like 
fee to the vendor’s solicitors for a copy of the contract.” 

If, therefore, the property had sold for £5,000, the unwary pur- 
chaser would, in addition to his deposit, have been called upon to 
pay to the auctioneer “‘a fee for selling the property” of £52 10s., 
and another £52 10s. as ‘“‘a like fee to the vendor’s solicitors for a 
copy of the contract ”’—viz., the filling in a few words in the printed 
form of contract at the end of the conditions of sale. 

Whilst the vendor’s solicitors were thus appropriating the Bristol 
Law Society’s public sale conditions, had they taken the trouble, or 
had it suited their purpose to have inquired, they would have learnt 
that when auctioneers’ fees are here the society’s published 
scale sanctions only £1 per cent. on the first £1,000, 10s. per cent. on 
the next £2,000, and ds. cent. on any following amount, so that 
the outside fee on £5,000 would have been £25 only. 

Had I been a purchaser’s solicitor, I would have advised my client 
to do without a copy of the contract, and refused to pay £52 10s. for 
one. He could always, in case of litigation, have compelled produc- 
tion by the other side. A great many solicitors I know object to 
auctioneers’ and solicitors’ fees altogether, and would like to see them 
abolished, but I am afraid the practice in the West of England of 
charging one or both fees is too firmly rooted to be easily over- 
thrown, but this is different from the present case, which I believe 
needs only to be noticed to be condemned. What do the vendor’s 
solicitors for their £52 10s ‘‘for a copy of the contract,” do they 
“pocket” it, or give their client credit for it in their costs? I, of 
course, am not writing of anyone individually, but of a system which 
I consider very objectionable. JOHN MILLER. 

Bristol, Oct. 25. 





CURIOSITIES OF LEGISLATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Allow me to call your readers’ attention to the following 
little blunder :— 

By section 3 of the Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 
1890, it is enacted that that Act and the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886, 
may be cited rg iy ha the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890. 

By section 35 of the Companies (Winding-u ) Act, 1890, passed on 
the same day as the other, it is enacted that that Act—(i.e., the 
Winding-up Act) and the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886, may be 
cited together as the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890. 

Quere, When the expression ‘‘ the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890,”’ is 
used, what Acts may be considered to be cited or referred to ? : 

Oct, 25. ix 3, 





FORGED TRANSFERS OF SHARES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Referring to the article on ‘‘ Forged Transfers of Shares” in 
this week’s SoLicrrors’ JouRNAL, am I right in inferring that the 
defrauded transferee has no remedy against anyone, except his, 
probably, useless one against the forger ? 

The transferor’s broker (who would appear to have had the best 
chance of detecting the fraud) is clearly under no direct liability to 
the transferee, and it is difficult to see on what ground his own 
broker could be considered liable. Sam THOMPSON. 

Lombard-chambers, 46, Brown-street, Manchester, Oct. 25. 


Be pea correspondent has given us rather a hard problem to solve, 
we must postpone the operation till next week.—Eb. S, J/.). 





COUNTY COURTS. ° 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—It is a pity that the practice of gentlemen appearing as ad- 
vocates in cases in which their fathers are adjudicating appear to be 
on the increase, I allude more especially to county courts. 

Naturally the son whose father is the Tudgs is # special favourite 
among the litigants, no matter what his legal abilities may be, and it 
is, therefore, unfair to the other practitioners, W, M, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


CHATENAY v, BRAZILIAN SUBMARINE TELEGRAPH C0. (LIM.)—No. 1, 
24th and 25th October. 


Conriicr or Laws—Power or ArroRNEY EXECUTED ABRoAD—Con- 
STRUCTION. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Day, J. In 1880 M. Chatenay, 
who resided and carried on business in Brazil, executed a ‘‘ notarial act’’ 
which was in substance a power of attorney, which gave power to P. Broé, 
of London, on behalf of M. Chatenay, of Rio, ‘‘ to purchase and sell shares 
in public companies and public funds . . . in conformity with his 
letters of credit, and following his letters of orders and pos ee advices, 
which, if necessary, shall be considered as part hereof.”” M. Chatenay 
was at that time possessed of fifty shares in the Brazilian Submarine 
Telegraph Co., and these shares Broé, without any further authoriza- 
tion from Chatenay, transferred. Chatenay then applied under the 
Companies Acts that his name should be restored to the register as 
the owner of the shares, contending that according to English law 
the notarial act was only a special limited authority limiting Broé to 
what might be specificially directed by Chatenay. On the other hand it 
was contended that according to the law of Brazil the power was perfectly 
general, and authorized any dealings by Broé as between him and third 
—— The Divisional Court directed an issue as to whether English or 

razilian law should govern the construction of the instrument. This 
came on to be tried before Day, J., who adopted the view expressed by 
Story (Conflict. of Laws, 7th ed., s. 286, p. 337), ‘‘ There is no doubt that 
where an authority is given to an agent to transact business for his princi- 
pal in a foreign country, it must be construed, in the absence of any 
counter proofs, that it is to be executed according to the law of the place 
where the business is to be transacted,’’ and decided that it must be con- 
prc gw to English law. From this decision the company 
ap , but 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esner, M.R., and Liypiey and Lorsgs, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that they agreed with the judgment 
of Day, J.. The authority being given in Brazil and in the Portuguese 
language, the intention of the parties must be ascertained by the evidence 
of competent translators and experts, including, if necessary, Brazilian 
lawyers, as to the meaning of the language used. If, according to such 
evidence, the intention of the parties ap to be that the authority 
should be acted upon in foreign countries, it followed that the extent of 
the authority in any country in which the authority was to be acted upon 
was to be taken to be according to the law of the particular country 
where it was acted upon. In this case it appeared that the authority was 
to be acted upon in England, and therefore: it must be construed according 
to English law, whatever that might be, as to which he declined to express 
any opinion. Lrpiey and Lorrs, L.JJ., concurred.—CovunseL, Finlay, 
Q.C., William Graham, and Calvert; H. D. Greene, Q.C., and Alexander 
Young. Soutcrrors, Bircham § Co. ; Flux, Son, § Co. 


BIRD +. DAVEY (MARCH, Claimant)—No. 1, 28th October. 


Bru or Sate—Arrestation CLravsE—Name, ApprEss, AND DsscrIpTion 
or Atrestinc Wirness—Form 1x ScnepuLE—Brits or Sate Act, 1882 
(45 & 46 Vicr. c. 48), ss. 9, 10. 


Interpleader issue to try the validity of a bill of sale. There were 
three grantors (of whom the defendant was one) to the bill of sale, and 
there were two attestation clauses. In the first attestation clause the name 
of the attesting witness was signed as follows :—‘‘ Geo. Bailey, solicitor, 
Romford.’’ In the second attestation clause the name ‘‘ Geo. Bailey ”’ 
appeared alone. The goods, having been seized in execution by the 
Pe intiff, were claimed. by the claimant as tee of the bill of sale. 

he Divisional Court (Pollock, B., and Day, J.), reversing the decision of 
the county court judge at Romford, held that the bill of sale was void, as 
not being in accordance with the form, the address and description of the 
attesting witness not being stated in the second attestation clause (see 
34 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 661). The claimant appealed. 

Tae Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lrypiey and Lorsgs, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said that the bill of sale must be in 
accordance with the form, and no defect could be supplemented by the 
affidavit or by extraneous evidence. The form required the name, 
address, and description to be given in the attestation clause. In the pre- 
sent case, if any evidence were necessary to shew that the name of the 
attesting witness in each attestation clause was the name of the same 
person, then the bill of sale would be void. But if, on looking at the bill 
of sale itself, the inference was irresistible that the two names were the 
same in each case, then the address and description were given on the 
face of the bill of sale, and the bill of sale was good. In the present case 
the handwriting, which could be looked at, was the same. Each member 
of the court was clearly satisfied from the bill of sale itself that the name 
in each case was that of the same person. Parsons v. Brand (38 W. R. 388, 
25 Q. B. D. 110) was distinguishatte, as there the address and description 
of the attesting witness were not upon the bill of sale, and it was held that 
the affidavit conld not be used to supply the deficiency. Lixpiey and 
Lorzs, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse., Lynden Bell; C. BE. Jones. Soxrscrrons, 
R. H. Ward; A, H. Hunt $ Co. 


Re THE APOLLINARIS CO,’8 TRADE-MARKS.—No. 2, 24th October. 


Pracrice—Arrgau—Sarcvarry ron Costs—Foratan company AprRLLant— 
Assuts iv Evenanp—R. 8. 0., LVI, 15. 


an appeal might be by the appellate, Sie eee company. 
The appeal was Be vicky Co. the refusal by J., of an 
nate Steet onan tr rele oa 

e i “ e was, 
the Vichy Co. was a French. con on business 
They had, however, a branch business ion, which they carried on 
in leasehold premises. There was evidence that the lease was 
one ; that the company had upon fe premiers 5 Oa ve mineral water 
worth at cost price more than £12,000; that they had in this country 
poser 8,000 owing oS 48 ates con A United Kingdom = 
amount of £8, company : 
that they had bills and cash in their han and 
ing to more than £1,000. It 
great extent of a fluctuating character, disposed of at an 
moment, and that their existence was no answer to the application for 


é 
E 
a 
elf 
: 


security. 

TuE ‘Oinae (Lord Hatssury, C., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) re- 
fused to order the security to be given. They were of opinion that the 
assets in England were amply sufficient for the protection of the 
respondent in respect of the costs. , Neville, Q.C., and J. Cutler ; 
Warmington, Q.C.; and Sebastian. Soxtcrrors, Janson, Csbb, Pearson, 
Co.; M. Abrahams, Sons, § Co. 


BELLAMY v. WELL£—No. 2, 27th October. 
Insuncrion—NvIsaNcE—NOISE. 

This was an appeal by the plaintiffs against the refusal of Lawrance, 
J. (34 Soxicrrors’ JourNnaL, 754), to grant an interlocutory injunction to 
restrain an alleged nuisance arising from noisy entertainments. The in- 
junction was refused on the ground that the evidence was so 
that it was im ible as yet to come to any satisfactory conclusion as 
to the matters in dispute, and that the action could be advanced and tried 
within a reasonable time. 

Tue Court (Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) were of opinion that the ag en 
could not be properly decided until the trial, and they made noorder that 
the costs of the appeal should be in the discretion of the judge at the trial. 
They said, also, that the judge might property be.neter. to advance the 
trial.—Counsgn, Sir A. T. Watson, Q.C., Rowden ; Marten, Q.C., and 
Swinfen Eady. Soxscrrors, Holt-Beever § Co. ; Hasties § Co, 


. 
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High: Court—Chancery Division. 
Re THE ATALANTA GOLD AND SILVER CONSOLIDATED MINES (LIM) 
—North, J., 25th October. 


Company—Winvrnc vp—Creprror’s Psrrrion—Discretion or Covrr— 
No Avariasts Assets—WisHEs or Crzprrons—Compantss Act, 1862, ss. 
79, 86, 91. 

This was a petition for the compulsory winding up of the company. The 
petitioner was the holder of a debenture issued by the Company, the interest 
on which he alleged to be overdue. The had issued debentures to 
the amount of £100,000, which were secured by a trust deed, by which 

roperty of the company was assigned to trustees for the debenture holders. 
e petition allege! that the property comprised in the deed was insuffi- 
cient for the payment of the debentures. The petition was 

by debenture holders to the amount of £42,000. The company ad 

evidence that they had no assets, — the property comprised in the 

trust deed, and this was not contradicted. The petitioner’s counsel asked 
that, at any rate, an inquiry might be directed, as in Re The Olathe Silver 

Mining Co. (28 Soxrcrrors’ Jovrnxat, 518, 27 Ch. D. 278), whether the com- 

pany had any assets not comprised in the deed and available for the general 

creditors. 

Nortu, J., dismissed the petition. He held that the case was governed 

by Re The Chapel House Colliery Co. (27 Soxrcrroxs’ Jovurxat, 616, 24 Ch. D. 


259). As against the petitioner it must be taken that the com- 
prised in the deed was insufficient for the payment of the debentures, and 
it was clear that the company had no other property. That so, he 


could not see what useful object would be by making a wi ing-up 
order, there being nothing for a liquidator to receive.—Counsat, Hustace 
Smith; J. G. Butcher; Anstin-Cartmell; Godefrei. Sourcrrons, Moers, 
Hewitt, § Farmer ; Foss ¢ Ledsam; G. S. § H. Brandon, 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
STEVENS rv. WOOD—29th October. 
Sats or Intoxreatine Liqvor ry Usuicessep Paesss—Worxtxe Mex’s 
Crve—Percnass or Lrqvor xy Mewnsr wrra Mowsy or Nox-Maxase— 
Lrewnsine Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. c. M4), s. 3. 
This was an appeal from a refusal of the justices of Nottingham to con- 
viet the respondent under the Licensing Act, IST2, of a sale of liquor in 
unlicensed premises, The question was whether the circumstances 
amounted to a sale of liquor or not, A named Ball went to a 
eorpe | ted by the a : keeper with whom he had uaint 
was admi y the door- NO previous. acg - 
Mase and wee by him taken to an upstate room where there 
refreshment bar, and introduced to the respondent. Ball ordered two 
pints of beer and uced a shilling to ay for it, bee gy ong 
respondent told him that he must not mself, but that if sy 
him, the respondent, the shilling he 





This was an application by the respondent that security for the costs of 





the change. Bull accerdingly gave the shilling to the respondent, 
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for the beer and returned the change to Ball. Upon a charge being pre- 
ferred ny og the respondent under section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1872, 
the j being of opinion that the case came within the decision of 
Graf v. Evans (8 Q. B. D. 373), and that there was no sale, refused to 


vict. 

Oras Court (Hawxrss and Srepuen, JJ.) thought that the case was 
clear, and that the justices ought to have convicted. There was a sale of 
beer to Ball. Though the aarp Sere actually paid by the hand of another 

it was easy to see what the transaction really was. was intro- 
pea ts the respondent, and asked for beer. He gave the respondent the 
money and the respondent helped him to procure the beer, for he paid the 
money ge a Poland, Nagy = J. V. Austin. Nocounsel 
appeared r respondent. Soxscrrors, Sharpe § Parkers, for §. G. 

fohnson, Nottingham. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
BENSON and OTHERS +. DAMES—Q. B. D., 28th October. 


Cosrs rx Drvorce Scrr—Souictror’s Ricur or Action aGarnst HvusBaNpD 
ror Wire’s Cost—Drvorce Covert Rures, 1875, rr. 158—9. 


The plaintiffs in this action had acted as solicitors for the wife of the 
as respondent in a suit for jactitation of marriage. This suit 
had been begun in 1885. In July, 1886, an order was made in the Divorce 
Court upon the respondent to amend her answer to the suit so as to enable 
her to raise a claim for divorce should the petitioner fail to prove the 
illegality of the marriage. The respondent had never complied with this 
order, nor could the plaintiffs, as her solicitors, persuade her to do so, and 
no proceedings had been continued in the suit. The plaintiffs brought 
present action to recover their costs from the defendant as being 
his wife’s costs in the Divorce Court. The defendant applied to 
, J., at chambers for a stay of proceedings, on the ground that 
the above suit was still pending, and the judge granted the order to stay, 
on the ground that those costs could only be dealt with by the registrar or 
judge in the Divorce Court, under rules 158—9 of the Divorce Court Rules 
as amended, 1 
Tue Cover (Marnew and Grantuam, JJ.) allowed the appeal. Matuew, 
J., said the wife of the defendant properly instructed the plaintiffs to act 
for her in the suit in the Divorce Court. An order was e in the course 
of that suit which she declined to fulfil, and that suit remained hung up ; 
nor was there any evidence of its being likely to be proceeded with. The 
pom pasa to receive the instructions in the suit. The wife 
apparently a good prim facie case. They were entitled to resist the 
i s case on her behalf, and they therefore urged that they were 
entitled to recover the costs of the suit, so far as it was carried on, from the 
husband of their client as “‘ necessaries *’ for which she was legally entitled 
her husband's credit. He could find no authority to prevent a 
enforcing his common law right to costs under such circumstances. 
Garawrnam, J., concurred, adding that no rules of the Divorce Court such as 
those cited could take away the right of the solicitor to sue in such a case as 
this, where there was no evidence of any frivolous or vexatious defence 
i entered. The case of Ottaway v. Hamilton (26 W. R. 783, 
C. P. D. 393) was in favour of the plaintiffs’ contention that these costs 
ies for which the wife could pledge her husband’s credit, and 
cited did not apply to a suit which had come to a stop, and 
likely to remain in that position, owing to the client declining to 
am order made in the suit. Appeal allowed.—Cocnset, MeCall ; 
. Sorscrrons, 8. WM. & J. B. Benson ; Norris, Allen, & Chapman. 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
28th Oct.—Tuomas Geoncr Event (14, Devonshire-square, Bishops- 
Within, London). 
28th Oct.—Samver Bueavizy Bursxnorn. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED FOR SIX MONTHS. 
29th Oct.—Sipxex Torri (2, Tudor-strect, Ludgate-circus, London). 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
BRISTOL INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


ing are extracts from the report of the council :— 

The Land Transfer Bill —The Land Transfer Bill again formed part of 
the Government’+ legislative programme, and the I aosipectted Law 
Society of the United Kingdom placed iteclf in communication with the 
provincial socictics, with the view of offering an organized opposition. In 
at it is believed, of the difficulty which the Government felt it 

experience in passing the Will in the face of such an opposition the 
meseure was abandoned. The council consider that the profession and all 
owners A real property are to be congratulated that the attempt to force 
a a of registration has been frustrated for the fourth 
time; and the members of this socicty may be assured that, if the Bill is 
agsin introduced with the objectionable provisions unaltered, it will be 
sedated as vigorously ax in the past. 

f of provincial law socictics on Council of Incorporated Law 
Becicly.—The desirability of giving the provincial socicties an increased 
sepresentation on the ovuncil of the chief society has engaged the atten- 
tion of the council, and 4 committee has been appointed to consider what 

should be taken to attain this object. 
ourt.—h committee, consisting of Mr. J. Miller, Mr, F. 
Pegg | W.C. . Crom, hase inquired into the existing jurisdiction 





and procedure of the Tolzey Court, and have, with the assistance of Mr. 
Wansey, submitted a very valuable report to the council, who have for- 
warded copies to the j and registrar. The recommendations embodied 
in the report are still er consideration, and it would therefore be prema- 
ture to discuss them specifically ; but it may be stated that there are some 
alterations, which it-is thought will be approved by the public, 
and be acceptable both to the profession and to the officers of the court. 
Registers —A register of solicitors wanting clerks and of ceeksnipt 
wanted has been established, and through the medium of it several clerk- 
ships have been filled. ; 





RETURN, FOR 1889, OF HIGH COURT CAUSES RE- 
MITTED TQ THE .COUNTY COURTS AND OF 
ACTIONS UNDER THE EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
ACT. 

Tur following table indicates to what extent the High Court was relieved 

of judicial work by the county courts during the year. The figures 

given in the first four columns are taken from the last annual - 
mentary return of business transacted in the county courts, which likewise 
sets forth, in two distinct columns, which, for the sake of brevity we omit, 
the number of causes remitted from the High Court, in 1888, under the old 

County Courts Acts, and, as compared with which, the statistics for 1889 

chronicle a surprising increase in the number of remitted causes disposed 

of in the county courts. In the last column of the table are presented the 
totals of the figures given in the preceding columns :— 


SUMMARY OF REMITTED CAUSES. 
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Circuit 1 | His Honour Judge Seymour 7 1 3 10 | 21 
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“ae pa » Coventry 15 1 0 7 23 
» 5 % » _ E. Jones i) 1 0 21 81 
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Cirouits absorbed, 10, 4, and 66. 
* Of this number #48 were tried. + Of this number 104 were tried, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


renee Law Srupents’ Assoctarion.—Oct..27.—A debate was held on 
the following subject for discussion :—‘‘A mortgagee lends money on security 
of land, bt nen on a valuation of the mortgagor’s valuer which turns out 
grossly ina urate. Can the mortgagee sue the valuer?’’ Cann v. 
Willson ATT L. R. 588). Heaven v. Pender (11 Q. B. D. 503). Mr. Lock- 
wood opened in the affirmative, which was also supported by Messrs. 
Magee, Brown, Priest, Rodgers, Byrne, and Ashworth. Mr. H. Glover 
opened in the negative, which was also supported by Messrs. Martin, Todd, 
Gradwell, Burton, Bagshaw, Bradley, Masters, Inman, and Gittins. The 
question was decided in the negative by a majority of three. 
Law Srupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—Oct. 283—Mr. W. M. Woodhouse in 
the chair.—Mr. Percy Marshall opened the subject for discussion: ‘* That 
the Statute of Limitations should be amended by considerably shortening 
the period within-which simple contract debts may be recovered.’’ Mr. 
E. J. Parker opened the negative. The debate having been declared open, 
the yy | gentlemen spoke in the affirmative :—Messrs. A. W. Watson, 
J. B. Ogle, A. Shoreunkeh Sawyerr, and Cuthbert Curtis. The negative 
was supported by T. H. Bower, Clarence Harcourt, H. Crouch, and John 
W. Greene. Mr. Marshall replied, and, the chairman having put the 
motion to the meeting, the same was lost by a majority of three. There 
were twenty-six members and one visitor present. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


solicitor, of Manchester, has been appointed 
Mr. Hudson was admitted in 


Mr. Tuomas Hvupson, 
Assistant-Town Clerk of Manchester. 
Trinity Term, 1874. 


Mr. Freperick Bopenuam, solicitor (of the firm of James, Bodenham, & 
James), of Hereford, has been elected President of the Herefordshire 
Law Society. Mr. Bodenham was admitted in Hilary Term, 1857, and is 
clerk of the peace for Hereford. 


Mr. Henry Baker, solicitor (of the firm of Baker & bie agg Ee 
Bishops Stortford, has been elected President of the Hertfordshire 

Society. Mr. Baker was admitted in Easter Term, 1859, and is coroner 
for East Herts, and clerk to the Board of Guardians. 


Mr. Anprew Marvett Jackson, solicitor, of Hull, has been elected Presi- 
dent of the Hull anti Law Society. Mr. Jackson was admitted 
in Trinity Term, 1874. 


Mr. Tuomas Jounson, solicitor (of the firm of Johnson & Tilly), of 
Lancaster, has been elected President of the Lancaster Law Society. Mr. 
Johnson was admitted in Hilary Term, 1842. 


Mr. Witt1am Posttetuwarre, B.A. Camb., solicitor (of the firm of 
Palethorpe & Postlethwaite), of Leeds, has been elected President of the 
Leeds Law Society. Mr. Postlethwaite was admitted in J une, 1880. 


Mr. Tuomas Hernert Watson, solicitor (of the firm of Watson & 
Channer), of Lutterworth, has been elected President of the Leicester 
Law Society. Mr. Watson was admitted in Michaelmas Term, 1859, and 
is clerk to the magistrates for the Lutterworth Division of Leicestershire. 


Mr. Henry Lawrence Baker, solicitor, of Abergavenny, has been 
elected President of the Monmouthshire Incorporated Law Society. Mr. 
Baker was admitted in Hilary Term, 1858, and is registrar of the county 
court. 


Mr. Josgru Bryney, solicitor (of the firm of Binney & Sons), of Sheffield, 
has been elected President of the Sheffield District Incorporated Law 
Society. Mr. Binney was admitted in Trinity Term, 1863, and is clerk of 
the peace for the Borough of Sheffield. 


Mr. Sypvey Hamppen Peppar, solicitor, of 4, Palmerston-buildings, 
Old Brcead-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Peddar was admitted in Michaehimas Term, 1873. 


Mr. Txomas Prart, solicitor, of Harleston, Norfolk, has been ap- 
inted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pratt was admitted in Easter 
‘erm, 1852. 


Mr. Josgru Srorer Paxrtinaton, solicitor, of 37, Walbrook, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. m was admitted 
in Trinity Term, 1870. 

Mr. Cuartes Payne, solicitor, of Shrewsbury, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Payne was adinitted in December, 1883. 

Mr. Wruuram Gorpon Pace, solicitor, of Leicester, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Place was admitted in Hilary Term, 1872. 

Mr. Groror Porrs Ronson, solicitor, of South Shields, has been ap- 

inted a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Robson was admitted in Decem- 

r, 1883 

Mr. Joun James Ropsgr, solicitor, of Belinest, has been ap 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roper was admitted in May, 1884. 

Mr. Tuxoporr Ronexrs, solicitor, of Worcester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roberts was admitted in May, 1884. 


Mr, Epamunp Joun Freeman Riprat, solicitor, of Barnsley, has been 


inted a 


Mr. James Hunrer Ry.ey, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ryley was admitted in June, 1883. 

Mr. Ernest Cxantes Rocers, M.A., LL.D. Cantab, solicitor, of Bir- 
mingham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rogers was 
admitted in March, 1 3 

Mr. Joun Rexwortny, solicitor, of 57, Cheapside, a been ap 
a Commissioner for the Colony ‘of the Bahamas. Mr. Rexw 
admitted in January, 1 


Mr. Davin A. Romans, solicitor, of 60, Bisho 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
May, 1884. 


My. Joszrn Saver Rvntyster, solicitor, of Gray’s-inn, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for the Colony of Fiji. Mr. Rubinstein was 
admitted in August, 1876. 


Mr. Henry Joun Rostvson, B.A. Lond., solicitor (of the firm of 
Robinson & Sons), of Blackburn, has been elected President of the 
Blackburn Law Society. Mr. Robinson was admitted in Easter Term, 
1868, and is coroner for Lancashire and for the borough of Black- 
burn. 


Mr. Franx Jounson, B.A. Camb., solicitor (of the firm of Mumford & 
Johnson), of Bradford, has been elected President of the Bradford In- 
corporated Law Society. Mr. Johnson was admitted in March, 1881. 


Mr. Francis Groner Burier, solicitor, of St. Neots (of the firm of 
Wilkinson, Butler, & Wilkinson), has been elected President of the 
Cambridgeshire Law Society. Mr. Butler was admitted in Easter 
Term, 1853, and is clerk to the justices for the Division of Toseland and 
clerk to the Committee of Visitors of the Three Counties Asylum. 


Mr. Samvet Sirs, solicitor (of the firm of Walker, Smith, £ Way), of 
Chester, has been elected President of the Chester and North Wales In- 
rated Law egg fe Mr. Smith ‘was admitted in Easter Term, 1857, 
and is town clerk clerk of the peace for the City of Chester. 


Mr. Joun Smrru, solicitor (of the firm of Smith & Leech), of Derby, 
has been elected President of the Derby Law Society. Mr. 8 
admitted in Easter Term, 1862, and is clerk to the Commissioners 
of Land and Income Tax of Appletree, and official receiver for Derby, 
Burton, and Chesterfield. 


y was 


te-street Without, ha 
main was admitted in 


Mr. James Marruew Merk, M.A. Camb., solicitor, of Middlesborough, 
has been elected President of the South Durham and North Yorks Law 
Society. Mr. Meek was admitted in Easter Term, 1872, wut ie cloak 49 
the Kirkleatham School Beard. 


Mr. Wri. Barstow, J.P., solicitor tn? firm of Barstow & 
Midgley), of Halifax, has been elected t of the Halifax Incor- 
porated Law Society. Mr. Barstow was admitted hares 4 Term, 1854, 
and is coroner for the Honour of Pontefract and County of York. 

Mr. Henry Rrrson, solicitor, of Sunderland, has been elected President 
of the Sunderland Incorporated Law Society. Mr. Ritson was admitted 

in Michaelmas Term, 1858. 

Mr. Wriu1am Hunter Cocxsvrn, solicitor, of Brighton, has been elected 
President of the Sussex Law Society. Mr. Cockburn was admitted 
in Hilary Term, 1871. 

Mr. Epwaxp Srrick, solicitor (of the firm of Stricks & Bellingham), of 
Swansea, has been elected President of the Swansea and Neath Law Society. 
Mr. Strick was admitted in Michaelmas Term, 1839, and is coroner for 
the Seigniories of Gower and Kilvey. 


Mr. Wm. Francts Lovait Horne, solicitor (of the firm of Dixons & Horne), 
of Wakefield, has been elected President of the Wakefield Incorporated Law 
Society. Mr. Horne was admitted in Trinity Term, 1872, and is clerk of 
Indictments to the West Riding Quarter Sessions. 


Mr. Txomas Datiow, solicitor, of . has been elected 
President of the Wolverhampton Law Association. Mr. Dallow was 
admitted in Easter Term, 1863, and is clerk to the Albrighton Highway 


Mr. Henry Woop, solicitor (of the firm of H. & J. R. Wood & Co.), of 
York, has been elected President of the Yorkshire Law Society. Mr. Wood 
was admitted in Trinity Term, 1855. 


GENERAL. 


Tt is announced that Mr. Justice Denman, Mr. Justice Stephen, and Mr, 
Justice Charles have been elected to try the election petitions during the 
ensuing year. 

On the 28th ult. Mr. Justice North announced that on Tuesday in next 
week he should take further considerations. He hoped that in about a 
fortnight he should be able to commence the trial of non-witness actions. 


It is announced that Mr. Moir Tod Stormonth Darling, Q.C., her 
Majesty's Solicitor-General for Scotland, eee nes ae 
on the Scottish judicial bench occasioned by the 


Shand. 

Tn the course of the trial of 20 i ee oy 
23rd ult, Mr. Justice 

he liked while the case was erty tm 
understood it was the practice there to 


and the gaoler having assured him that 


‘allow. prisoners 
it was, he 


ih 





’ petted a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Rideal was admitted in May, 


ought always to be do done eve ore,” 
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. In the course of an address toa club in the East End of London Lord 
Meg reported to have remarked that: ‘‘It was said that eloquence 
had left the’ bar, only lingered in Parliament, and was almost leaving the 

pulpit ag hat dle Lat the bar to Sir Alexander Cockburn, to 
* “8 ewig | bre 0 the greatest of all the advocates who in 
trae and was supreme in the art of foren- 
speaking, Sir le, and he had no doubt that all these great 
men would agree vith bi him i in dissenting from that proposition so far as 

the ote was concern 


On the 24th ult. a session of the Central Criminal Court was held 
at the Old Bailey, when a > dopaliaion of the judges attended to fix the dates 
for holding the sessions for the ensuing year. Mr. Henry Avory (the Deputy 
Clerk of Arraigns) announced that the following were the days on which 
the sessions would commence during the legal year, viz. :—November 24, 
December 15, January 12, February 9, March 9, April 6, May 4, 
May 25, June 29, July 27, September 14, and October 19. The cession 
closed with the customary proclamation. 


In receiving the Lord Mayor-elect the Lord Chancellor is reported 
to have said: ‘“‘It is a great lesson to us all that tyranny, of what- 
ever sort, will not succeed in stamping out individual energy, and 
although in those o it was the tyranny of an individual who 
thought to propagate his own religious faith by driving away those of 
other minds, the lesson is not imappropriate in our own day. Whether 
we consider ‘tyranny as coming from individuals, from great powers, or 
from pas Pea eage depend upon it the attempt to stamp out individual 
liberty and freedom will certainly fail in its ultimate object, though it may 
parca from the country those principles which may make a country great.’’ 
We gladly place these views on record. We trust we shall hear the Lord 
Chancellor’s opinions as to the effect of bureaucracy. 


BE x Times prints the subjoined notice from the Stock Exchange Com- 
mittee relating to certificates of registration issued by companies :—Com- 
mittee Room, the Stock Exchange, October 27. The question of the validity 
of certificates of registration issued by companies having been raised, and 
having been the subject of general discussion, the Committee of the Stock 
consider that the time has arrived for an expression of their 
opinion thereon. They have in consequence adopted the following resolu- 
tion :—*‘ That, ‘Siemenath as the validity of certificates of registration issued 
by companies is called in question, in the opinion of the Committee it is 
necessary that legislative action should be taken, so that such certificates 
should constitute an indefeasible title of ownership.’-—H. Rokeby Price, 
chairman. 

Ima case before the Court of Appeal No. 1 on Tuesday an appeal had 
been brought by the plaintiffs against a decision of the President of the 
Admiralty Court, and an application was made on the part of the defendant 
for security for costs. In the course of the proceedings it was stated that 
the plaintiffs had agreed to give security for the costs of the appeal to the 
amount of £350. The Master of the Rolls: What, £350 for the costs of an 

to this court! I will not be a party to any such arrangement. It 
is for the court to fix the amount of security to be given. Counsel for the 
defendant said that the plaintiff company was in liquidation, and that the 
litigation had been going on for five years. Very heavy costs had been 
incurred below. The Master of the Rolls: We have nothing to do with the 
costs below. All we have to determine is the amount of the security for 
costs of the appeal in this court. We order the plaintiffs to give security 
to the amount of £50. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Recisrzars 1x ATTExDANce ox 


Date. Aprzat Covet Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Kar. Cuitry. 
Mondsy, November 3 Mr. Clowes Mr. Beal Mr. Carrington 
Tuesizy _.. 4 Jackson Pugh Lavie 
Weinesizy . 5 Clowes Beal Carrington 
Thuredsy .... 6 Jackson Pugh Lavie 
ee 7 Clowes Beal Carrington 
spicnatitne 5 Jackson Pugh Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norrs. STIRLING. KeKkewicu 
Monday, November .. 3 Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberton Mr. Leach 
Tucsiay ........ 4 Rolt Ward Godfrey 
Wednesdzy 5 Farmer Pemberton Leach 
Thursis; . 6 Rolt Ward Godfrey 
Friday .... 7 Farmer Pemberton Leach 
ST adie siicanicopaveenii 5 Bolt Ward j 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaette,—Vuspary, Oct. 2. 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Lauitep 1s Cuaxcezy. 
Soames Somes, Laneue— By ap order made by Williams, J, dated Oct. 15, it was ordered 
that the z be wound up Fereday, Old Broad st, agent for Heece & Co, Bir- 


MWe & Boxe, Laxrrev—Peta for egy he FP mg Oct 2%, directed to be 
becard belore Chitty, oa on Saturday, Nov 1 & Co, Bond ert, Walbrook, 


for 
OeunsaL } onal Geass Vatser) Gor» Mixzs, Liurrep—Petn tor winding up, 
Firmented Ost 5 Rinscted to be heand before North, J, om co dg "Nov Fou 
Abshur: , whore Lor pener 
Soxreset Borer Co, ey oe pete wiating up, ’ Ot 22, ainastes to he 
,  Raturday, i ish & Bellord, 
_ Al ov Queen Victoria a, 








frees anp. SHARE Romnye Tascon mare Lourep—Petn for windi presented 
20, directed to be heard before North, J, A, ak, Saberday, Nov 1. Reyndl 
Seienneld, solor for petners 
Usiiired ix CHaNcEery. 


Conservative Bexerit Buripine he mee usually yr as the Conservative Lanp 
Society—By an order made by V: men ees, » dated Oct nan S it was ordered that 
the said society be wound up ‘Mon Buckersbury, solor for pets 

Lowpoyx, prep ag eg AND Dutwicn up, presented Oct 

directed to heard before North, J, on Nov i Rossiter, man st, solor for 


Sraynarres Or CoRNWALL. 
Luonrep tx CHANCERY. 
Camporxe Coysois, Lmurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 21, directed to be heard 
before the Vice Warden, at the Law Instituti Bey serncom lane, on Nov 5 at 12 Marrack 
& Co, Truro, solors for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED, 
Svuspenpep ror Taree Monrus. 
my rag ual Rericiovs Benerir Society, Schoolroom of Preston st Chapel, Faversham, 
en ’ 
Prince Prada. tT Stick, MepicaL, aNp Burrat Socrety, Prince Consort Inn, New Invention, 
Wolverhampton, Stafford Oct 21 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Oct. 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lonrep my CHANCERY. 


Heywoop anp Co, Lumtrep.—Creditors are required on or before Nov.. 15, to send their 
names and addresses, end the ——— of their debts or claims, to Thomas Heywood 
and Walter Albert Judd, 68, 

J. Routs & Soys, Lonrep—Petn for for winding-up, presented 25, directed to be heard 
before North, J., on Nov.8 Shepheards, creus, slor fr the pot 

M. Wiurrrecp & € Boxe, Lonrep—Petn for winding-u B- yegetet OS 27, directed to be 
heard before mee J., on ay ee Novs8 _ aes James, Ely-piace, agents for 
Thorney & Son, Hi solors for the petnr 

TEXTILE PUBLISHING Co, ery Rane r= are required, on or before _? 15, to send 
their names and addresses; an jay! ore een of their debts or claims, to Thomas Hey- 
wood and Walter Albert Suda, 68, Fleet st 

Tivotr, Limrep—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 24, directed to be heard before 
Chitty, J, on Nov8 Graham, Lonsdale chambers, Chancery lane, solor for petner 


UniLpuTep 1x CHANCERY. 

Pearce vV Taz Seconp WoLVERHAMPTON AND SoutH STAFFORDSHIRE PERMANENT BUILDING 
anpD Investment Sociery—By an order made by Lawrance, J, Oct 8, it was ordered that 
the Society be wound up, and that Robert Muras, Wolverhampton, be a ited pro- 
visionally official liquidator Harris, Furnival’s inn, agent for illcock, a Ee 
ton, solor for petner 








° . CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette-—Fripay, Oct. 24. 

Avarr, Wii.14m, Liverpool, Pump Manufacturer. Nov 28.. Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 
ALLEN, ALrrep, Erdington, Warwick, Gent. Dec 8. Pointon, Birmingham 
Bamey, Wir1144, Blackburn, Toy Dealer. Nov 29. Crossley, Blackburn 
Borron, Cuartes James, Oxford gdns, North Kensington. Dec1. Peacock & Goddard, 

South sq, Gray’s inn 
Brixe, Freperic, Thurloe pl, South Kensington, retired General in Royal Engineers, 

Dee 31. Nicholl & Co, Pr cwand st, Strand 
Burgow, Isaac, Barrow in Furness, Gardener. Dec 4. Townsend, Burrow in Furness 


Carter, Joux Henry, Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler. Nov18. Thompson & Hughes, 
Birkenhaed 

CrawsHaw, Jouy, Rochdale, Beerseller. Dec 31. Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Crawsnaw, Mary, Rochdale. Dec 31. Standring & Co, Rochdale 

Covina Soomme Kewyett, Somerset House, Strand. Dec 10. Brooke, Lincoln’s inn 

Donps, Axx, Gateshead, Durham. Dec1. Mather & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Frost, Witi1am Cuances, West Bromwich, Manufacturer. Nov 21. Shakespeare, Bir- 
m m 

comm, + oe een Totterdown, Bedminster, 8 t, Gent. Dec 1 Bush & Bush, 

ristol 

Hawrrey, Mary Harnior, Lancaster rd, Notting Hill. Dec1. Savage, Ludgate hill 

Joxas, Matitpa Frower, Cavendish, Suffolk. Nov 20. Andrewes & Co, Sudbury 

JULIAN, ees | Pace, Millman st, Foundling wig Dec 15. Van Tromp, Essex st, 


Stran: 
Ksient, Isaac, Alkham rd, Stoke Ni Isaac Knight, 56, Montague rd, 
Hackney ; J 





ohn Gibson, 56, South Park pas “Hampstead 
Locke, Tuomas Bextiey, Hessle, Yorks, Esq. Dec1. Holden & Co, Hull 
Marteoes, Hawwan Manis, King’s Heath, King’s Norton, Wores. Nov 30. Glaisyer & 
Socns: Fou: I Gent. Noy 28. Birkett & Ridley, Ipswich 
Mozzow, Rozezrt, Liverpool, Hosier. Dec7. Donnison & Edwards, Liverpool 
Peau, Racuanp Porren, Manchester, Tailor. Dec6. Leigh, Manchester 
Pexvoin, Ax», Old Brompton, Kent. Nov 15. Greathead, Rochester 
Ravcuirre, Tuomas, Halifax, Coal Merchant. Dec6. Garsed, Halifax 
Ricnanpsox, Guouor, Croydon, Surrey, Builder. Nov19. Stenning, Walbrook 
Meciepinees, Wii11am Sasvet, Granville pk, Blackheath, Gent. Dec 1. Savage, Lud- 


te 
Penste, Perens, Shirley, nr Croydon, Gent. Dec 1. Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon, 


Tcxrox, Janes, Birkenhead, Chimney Cleaner,, Dec1. Lewis & Davies, Liverpool 
Weaiour, Cuauces, Bromsgrove, Worcs, Gent. Dec 31. Sarmlers, Bromsgrove 





Warwine To wwrenpinc Hover Purcnasens & Lesavns.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanita: cenmpengets Sheventely gremainas Spe exper: Sue Ses 


ke Ventilation Co, 
Ranitary Lngincering & Bing vee Bo Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 


entilation of Offices, &¢,—[ Avvr,] 
If you require an advance upon House be Pager wn ape yr orif you desire 
to invest poms namey nutchy tn Dhaes ox fa at a moderate rate of interest! apply to 
oo Foavensvcs Pussaserr Bui.vine Bociwry, 4, Ludgate-hill, cmeges vt.) 
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Nov. 1, 18g0. 


HE! SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Oct, 24, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
A.person, Wri.14m, Surbiton, Surrey, Gent Pet Aug 29 
Ord Oct 17 


Barwick, Samvew Boston, Lincs, Watchmaker Boston 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
BaxENDALE, JAMES, —_ Boot Merchant Salford Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
BIGNELL, JAMES Sania Sandown, I.W., Mineral Water 
Reenter Newport and Ryde Pet Oct 20 Ord 
t 20 


Buiaxg, F Maidstone, Boot Manufacturer Meid- 
stone Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Bown, Jous, Litcham, neve Yamane Surgeon Nor- 
wich Pet Oct 21 Ord Oc 

Bray, WIM, See ur Lacds, Gas Engineer Leeds 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Brutox, Grorce Wittiam, Great Coram st, Wine Mer- 
hant High Court Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 21 

Burrows, Joun Henry Gerorcez, Bel > Leics, Beer 
Agent Leicester Pet Oct 22 Ord 

Cosprane, Tuomas, and Henry Gaara Failsworth, 

es, Dyers Oldham Pet Oct 20 

Davis, Wit1am Epwarp, Stonesficld, Oxon, Farmer 

Oxford Pet Sept 30 Ord Oct 20 
~ Malvern, ee Proprietor 

Oct 20 Ord Oct 20. 

Evans, Tuomas, Gloucester, Boot Dealer Gloucester Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Foaeo, ps Newcastle on ene Baker Newcastle on 

Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 
eae Fo — Bradford, Carrier Bradford Pet Oct 21 


FRENKEL, li Minories, Importer High Court Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Ge, Compe. 2 Hunslet, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet 
Ge. a Jos, Blackpool, Commission Agent Preston Pet 
t 21 


G ‘eceat timed, Ti Li 1 Pet 
RAHAM TER, Liverpool, monger verpoo 
Oct 7 Ord Oct 20 





Exzy, Wit11aM, 
Woi reester Pet 


Greia, ‘Jonny Hewry, Victor Davin Loxy, and Groror 
Core Drxon, Fleet st, Publishers High Court Pet 
Aug 25 Ord Oct 22 

Hayes, James, Upper it; Islington, Jeweller High Court 
Pet Oct 21° Ord Oct 21 

ow Joun, Alford, Lincs, late Grocer Boston Pet Oct 

Ord Oct 20 


Hu x JOSEPH, Barton on Humber, Tailor Great Grimsby 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Licutroot, James Wiiiiam, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet 
Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Mactureg, Frank, Queen Me, st, i aingugiie Printer 
High Court Pet Oct 1 Ord Oct 

Marspex, WIziam, OF 5. ean | a Manufacturer 
Blackburn Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Mower, George Tuomas, Lowestoft, Builder Great Yar- 
mouth Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Maw, So.tomon Gervas, Sheffield, Manufacturing Chemist 
Sheffield Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

sama Fac yy Bolton, UnderCarder Bolton Pet Oct 

t 20 


Neaue, Freperick Simon, New Clee, Lines, Fisherman 
Gt Grimsby Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Newrtoy, Miies, Carlisle, Builder Carlisle Pet Oct 21 
Ord Oct 21 
O.priEeLp, Bensamin, Cadishead, Lanes, Butcher Salford 
Pet Oct 4 Ord Oct 20 
Paxzsons, Joun Trarrorp, Ne rt, Mon, Innkeeper New- 
Mon Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
oe GrorGE Wiiiram, Kidderminster, Provision 
inster Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 
Rarcuirr be Adwalton, Yorks, Labourer Brad- 
R et ot Wines inte il rd, Keone, Br"'d 
ic bBo ILLIAM, e v der 
High Court Pet Sept 2 Ord Oct 


Samways, James ALFRED, Westham, Wy ke Regis, Dorset, 
Builder Dorchester = Me 51 d Oct 21 
il Man Pet Oct 20 


Simmons, foaern, Bristol, 
8 ag Bi ham, G Birmingh Pet 
MALL, JosEPH, Birmin rocer am 

Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


Trevatr,. Joun Henry, Lincoln, Cashier Lincoln Pet 
Oct 7 Ord Oct 22 

Was poe org pi Strand, Cook High Court Pet Oct 

21 

Wuirrtie, Wii11aM, Lee Green, Kent, Boot Dealer Green- 

w wich yo ti Seice Serayh a8 
ILLIAMS, Joun, Newton, Bryn wansea, Engine 
Driver Swansea Pet Oct 20 Ond Det 20 

bite Beysamin Joun, Gt Yume Butcher Gt 


armouth Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Atuison, Wititam, Ravensworth, Yorks, Tailor Nov 3 at 
12 Court Dostinaten Northallerton 
Avavs, —_ Sui m Dentist Nov5at3 Off 
Albert rd, i Milles orough 
Bioneu Ly ‘oo Wi.tiaM, Sandown, I W, Mineral Water 
aa nufacturer Noy 1 at 2 Holyrood chmbrs, New port, 


Bakr, Posgenes, Maidstone, Boot Manufacturer Nov 5 
at3 Reo, Week st, ag 

iene oe Westham, ° Regis, Dorset, 
Builder Oct 81 at 12.90 Of ¥ ay 

Brieas, Groner, Be Heath, *Seuth Mines, Farmer 
Nov 8 at 3 i c hmbre, see avenue 

Brown, Euiza, Ghee Dealer Noy 1 at 2.30 
Angel Hotel, ;Chigpenhat 

Darcy, Henry, Finsbury payement, Victualler Noy 4 at 

2.90 at, Lincoln's inn 

yl, Hawker Noy 4 at 2.30 Crypt chmbre, 


Foaao, Ronert, Newrastle on Tyne, Baker Nov 4 at 2.90 
Ott Reo, Pink ary Newcastle on Tyne 


Dovains, Joun, 
Chester 


weit easaran Nov 4at 3 Off 
aor Ree, Fig- 
Hoosen, Sty a ig, Upper bank st; Warrington Lanes, Milliner Nov7 


Bie eee a di 
Ree, 


Lawruer, Wiitiam Jony, South Stockton, Draper Nov5 
at3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, 

Lister, Joux Georce, Pallion, Sunderland, Refreshment 
house k Oct 31 at 3 Off Rec, 25, John st, 


Sunder! 
Mcl Micnast, Under Carder Oct 8lati11 1 
Wood st, Bolton pgm * 


Lanes, Butcher Oct 31 at 
’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Parsons, Cuar.es, ruton, Somerset, Butcher Oct 31 at1 
P vice ang BOR Moors, Lanes, J 
ILKINGTON, JOHN le Moors, ‘ourneyman 
Clogger N Nov 6 at 1.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, 


Pryce, Hexry Cuarves, Cymiilery, 2 Mon, Boot Dealer 
Merth: — 


Oct 31 at 12 Off Ree, 
Putrer, Grorce CLEMENT, Norfolk, Journeyman 
Baker Nov 1 at 12.30 OF Bee, 8, ine ot, Bere 
QuarTeRMAINE, Henny arene Tetsworth, Oxon, 
Nov lat3 —— s, Oxford 
Ricuarpson, Wiitiam Grore Railway Co’s 
Collector Oct 31 at 2.30 Off Rec, *James’s 


Rupp, Eowrs, Chrisp st, Pople, Lene Draper Nov 4 at 11 


st, Lincoln’s inn 
Rosson, tia Joiner Nov 5 at 3 
Manufac- 


Off me ‘Albert rd, ee eieliclke 
Satomon, 8.. 8 Boot 
ME RLU SS 5 
IMMONS, ARTHUR, * ové6at 12 
Bank chmbrs, Bristol 
Witu1ams, Josepn, Lianclidan, Denbighshire, Miller Noy 4 
at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
As.etr, Joun Frepericx, Landport, Dray Portsmouth 
Pet’Oct 14 Ord Oct 20 om 
Boston, Watchmaker Boston Pet Oct 


Bienewt, James WILitaM, Sontows, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Newport per es Wax Oct 20 Ord 


Buiackx, Harry Brrn, Pare ae mee Hosiery Manufacturer 
Nottingham Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 22 


Ovprre.p, Bensamin, 
2.30 O 


Barwick, Samvet, 
20 Ord Oct 20 


1 
Baar, Wim, ~ poy nr Leeds, Gas Engineer Leeds 


Pet Oct 21 Ord Oc! 
Brennowz, Hannis Davis Birmi _ Kyyrae waged Factor 








Berpeeman, Josepn, 


aes t= 77 — Ae gg Staffs, Greengrocer Dudley 
7 
ee R. i, late ¢= National Conservative cng Pall Mall, 
‘High Pet Jv'y 25 Ord Oct 2 
Deven Wines “ges Stonesfield, Sam, Farmer 
xford Pet Sept 30 Ord Oct-21 
Evans, Tuomas, Gloucester, Boot Dealer Gloucester Pet 
Oct 22 Ond Oct 22 
Tested Basnett nl, Lavender hill, Coaldealer 
andsworth Pet Oct 16° Ord Oct 16 
Foaao, Rosert, Newcastle on Tyne, Baker Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 2i 
wear are Bradford, Carrier Bradford Pet Oct 21 


Gaz, Curisropuer, Hunslet, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet 
Groen, Jou. Blackpool, Co ission Agent Preston Pet 
ELDER, Jos, , Commission Agen: 
Oct 20_ Ord Oct 
Goopman, Joun Grorar, Worcester, Leather Dresser Wor- 
cester Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 20 
Harpine, Watter Wituiam, and Frepericx Buayert, 
Southsea, Builders Portsmouth Pet Sept 6 Ord 
Ww 
Hotpswortn, Hersert, Barrow in ae tle Manu- 
aan Barrow in Pet Sept iz Ord 
Hunt, Josrru, Barton on Humber, Tailor Great Grimsby 
Pet Oct20 Ord Oct 20 : 
Kittery, James, Funtington, Sussex, Farmer Brighton 
Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 21 
Licurroor, James Winiiam, Leeds, Grocer, Leeds Pet 
Lr a orteos “ Paltion, Sunderland, Refreshment 
STER, JoUN GEORGE, . 
house Sunderland Pet Oct 14. Ord Oct. 22 
Mankemant, See Saeeeaene, Cea Maidstone Pet 
= Oct 1 = Oct 1 
ARSDEN, evedig a > et Manufacturer 
Blackburn Pet Oct 20 
Maseee, Seen rehrighton, cone a Pet June 20 
18 
Maw, Soromon Grrvas, Sheffield, Manufacturing Chemist 
Sheffield Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 
McIver, Micnaxt, Bolton, Under Carder Bolton Pet Oct 
20 Ord Oct 21 f 
fives, an peenas, 3 Lowestoft, Builder Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Oct Ord Oct 22 
NEALE (tah Sitox, Ly poy’ Lines, Fisherman Gt 
Grimsby Pet Oct 20 Oct 20 
ILES, Caniisie, Dasder Carlile Pet Oct 21 
21 


ae, Ben, Innkeeper New- 


Dray. 


Nrwroyx, 
Ord 


Parsons, Jonn Trarrorp, Ne 

port, Mon 22 

Peasants. Groner Wriwiam, Kidderminster, 

Pet Oct 18 Ord Ovt 18 

‘hotnases Eowanp, Adwalton, Yorks, Labourer 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


Turnxer, Jouxn Wiwiam deomeee., 2 Daler Cheshire, 


Engine Fitter Nov 5. 


wi Tous; and Janus Wroxwan, Fenchurch 
High Pet June 17 Ord Oct 22 * 
Wee LoL maa Green- 
™ ‘ Toun , ad 


The Sette ent tea Rat geh- 
in the London Gazette, Oct. 
Cun, Henry 4, Manchester, Provision 
chester PaO? Ord Oct 10 Dealer Man 


London Gazette.—Tuxspar, Oct. 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Bexpaut, W; Newpoart, Wi Some-set, Rate Col- 
Br og is, Bek Ont 34 Ont o.. 
aGs, Y. y JAMES i 
Bristol Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct Sa 
, Refreshment Contractor 


‘ occupation High Gout Pet 
no 
Jay, Samvet Amott rd, East Dulwich, Civil Ser- 
vice Clerk High Pet Oct 22 Oct 
Kriasy, Tomas, nr , Grocer 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Oct 23 


Sepewick, Sauvet, 
ook Ce 

a, — Sa Notts, Coal Dealer Limeoln 

ares, a Tuomas, a my peal 

Sreruixe, Groker, occas “5 Tae late Assistant 
Overseer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct MM Oni 
Oct 25 

8 R King st, Hammersmith, Wheelwri 

= Court bet OF 31 Ord Oct 24 — 

Grocer Northallerton Pet 


ay Oct 23 
Stationer 


Tve 
"2 Pet Oct 24 y ata be 
Vee, B Brighton, Gent Brighton Pet Oct 4 Ord 
Warp, seems a ——— Wandsworth, Gent Wands- 
Pet Oct Ord MM 


Way, Hoven, Tonge, Boot Maker Exeter Pet Oct 24 
Crd Oct 3 


The amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette, Oct. 10. 

Maaxer, Roszat Hexey, Swansea, Paint Manafacturer 

Swansea Pet Qcté Ord 


Baruixe, xk Henay, The . Enfield, Farmer 
Nov Temple le avenwe 
Broutay, Davi, ni, Newington, Coal Mer 
Nov T at 11 38, Carey st, Lincola’s inn 
Burro’ 4 Bom om ve, Leicester, Beer 
Nov lane, 
CLARKE, ee , Avenue Builder Nov 
am Ji Beds, “s Assist- 
ant Nov Tat ll Off Reo, St Paul's s, 
CRaBTRer, and Hexar 
Lanes, Dyers Gat 3 Of Reo, ‘s chmbrs, 
eS en 








Hayru bos Ban womas Srermvs, Burnle permenly 
Butcher Nov 6 at 1 Exchange Hotel Nicholas 
ey 


man 
bales Nera) Bares, bo ba ow yon ni, Stratford, Draper 
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eer Joux Tomas James, Aylesbury, Corn M er- 
Nov 4 at 11.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxfo 
Fosten J Joux, Bradford, Carrier Nov4at 12 Off Rec, 31, 
GeLp ob, Hickpoot, © Agent Nov 14 at 2.30 
ER, JoB, ‘ommission Agen’ ov l4a 
of st, Preston 
Houumay, 2 nang ldherbowe lane, Brixton, Provision 
Dealer Nov7ati2 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hoorer, Howarp Joseru, Northampton, Leather Merchant 
Nov 5at 2.15 County Court bldgs, Northampton 
Leece, Wiut1am, Binfield rd, Clapham rd, China Manu- 
—, Agent Nov 5 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 


Macuis, James, Burgh le Marsh, Lines, Boot Maker Nov 
6at 12.15 Off Ree, 48, High st, Boston 

Marspvex, Wittiam, Blackburn, Pa: per Manufacturer Nov 
5 at 12.30 County Court house, Blackburn 

Mower, George THomas, Lowestoft, Builder Nov 8 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Neate, Frevericx Sox, New Clee, Lincs, Fisherman 
Nov 5at1 Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Great Grimsby 

Newros, Mrzes, Carlisle, Builder Nov 5 at 12 12, Lonsdale 
st, Carlisle 

Paxsons, a Tearrorp, Newport, Mon, Innkeeper Nov 
5 at12 Off Rec, Council chmbrs, Corn st, Newport, 


Parreiper, Tuomas, Easton Maudit, Northamptonshire, 
Farmer Nov5at3 County Court bldgs, Northampton 
Pearsox, Georce Wittiam, Kidderminster, Provision 
Nov 4 at 2.15 Miller Corbet, Solicitor, Kidder- 
minster 
Parest, Witi1am, Leeds, Showman Nov 5at12 Off Rec, 
Park row, is 
Rarcurre, Eowarp, Adwalton, Yorks, Labourer Nov 5 
at1l Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Bowsoruau, Water, Salford, Electrical ineer Nov 4 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bri 


Samways, Jaues Atrzep, Westham, Wyke Regis, Dorset, 
Nov 4 at 12.30 Off Ree, Salisbury 


ant Nov7at9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 





Driver Nov 6 at 12 Off Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swan- 


sea 

Wootstoy, Bensamis Jouy, Great Yarmouth, Butcher 
Nov 8at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Yarsorover, WILuiau Henry Cooker, Bolingbrooke rd, 
West Kensington Park, Stock Jobber’s Clerk Nov 5d at 
12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Appymay, Rosert Law, Leeds, Cloth Finisher Leeds Pet 
Oct 4 Ord Oct 22 

Autes, Frepericxs Caaries, Horfield, Glos, Genes 
Traveller Bristol Pet Sept 2! Ord Oct 22 

Batpwis, Wiitiam, Howden, Yorks, Solicitor Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Sept 27 Ord Oct 23 

Barwyarp, Sypyey, Ashley rd, Ensom, Gent Croydon Pet 
April 23 Ord’ Oct 29 

Bake, Freperick, Maidstone, Boot Manufacturer Maid- 
stone Pet Oct18 Ord Oct 22 

Bromiey, Davin, Cazenove rd, Stoke Newington, Coal 
Merchant High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 25 

Bevrox, George Wittiam, Gt Coram st, Wine Merchant 
High Court Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 23 

Crasetsos, Jous, Rawdon, nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds Pet 
Oct 24 Ord Oct ?! 

Crasreee. Heyry, Failsworth, Lancs, Dyer Oldham Pet 
Oct 18 Ord Oct 22 

Davai, Writram Aurrep, St Leonards on Sea, Beerhouse 
Keeper Hastings Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 18 

Du ae Ny ore Ladbroke grove, Notting hill, Fruiterer 

h Court Pet Aug 15 Ord Oct 23 

Pussies, Jvutws, Minories, Importer High Court Pet 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 24 

Greex, Tomas, Stoke upon Trent, Plumber Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Greie, Jous Henry, Victor Davip Lory, and Grorce 
Core Drxow, Fleet st, Publishers High Court Pet 
Aug 25 Ord Oct 25 


| Hayes, James, Upper st, Islington, Jeweller High Court 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 23 


Stay, Cuargtes Toomas, Folkestone, Greengrocer’s Assist- 


Sreruxe, Gorse, Newcastle on Tyne, late Assistant | 
Overseer Novl5atil Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle | 


on 

Toxxrs, 
95, brs, Temple avenue 

Tcrriz, Georse, Bngg, Lincs, Butcher Nov 6 at 11 

Freer & Co, Solicitors, Brieg 

Viexery, Wiii1ax, Church st, Camberwell, Tailor Nov 6 
atll 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

War, Rozzer, Torquay, Bootmaker Nov7atil Off Rec, 
13, Bedford cireas, Exeter 

Wi2uas, Joux, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Nov 5 at 12 
Off Ree, Me i 


Wrurams, Jous, Sesto, Brynhyfryd, Swansea, Engine 


Hisp, Rosert Tsomas, Bourn, Lincs, Butcher Peter- 
borough Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 23 

Jacques, Rosert, Pallion, Sunderland, Builder Sunder- 
land - Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Jay, Artuur Samver, Amott rd, East Dulwich, Civil 

Service Clerk High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct'23 


| Kirpy, Tomas, Rendcombe, mr Cirencester, Grocer 
muaM Trexeciy, Southend, Essex Nov 5at3 | 
| Laye, Cuartes A., Keppell st, usw sq, Financial Agent 


Swindon Pet Oct 10 Ord Oct 25 


High Cour: Pet Oct 4 

Lay, Georce Hesry, Bromley, Kent, Builder Croydon 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 2) 

LeaTuiey, Wittiam, Masham, Yorks, Tailor Northaller- 
ton Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Reep, James, Hastings, Fruiterer Hastings Pet Oct 18 
Ord Oct 22 

Sepewick, Samvet, Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds Pet Oct 23 
Ord Oct 23 





Sat, i epee. Grocer Birmingham Pet 
t 24 

Pata. Cuanr.es Grorar, Gainsborough, Wholesale Saddlery 
Merchant Lincoln Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 24 

Sraniey, Mark, Ranskill, Notts, Coaldealer Lincoln Pet 
Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 

Stray, Cuartes Tuomas, Folkestone, Greengrocer’s Assist- 
ant Canterbury Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Stites, Raymonp, King st, Hammersmith, Wheelwright 
High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 2t 

Surman, Francis Peyton, Worcester, Baker Worcoster 
Pet Ord 23 Ord Oct 24 

Trevatt, Joun Henry, Lincoln, Cashier Lincoln Pet Oct 
7 Ord Oct 24 

Tucker, Witi14M, South Molton, Devon, Stationer Barn- 
staple Pet a 24 Ord Oct 24 

TurtLe, Georce, Brigg, Lincs, Butcher Great Grimsby 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 22 

Vay ve Wate, Lieviy, late the Grove, Highgate, Sthool 
Proprietor High Court Pet Aug 2) Ord O2t 23 

Way, pee Torquay, Bootmaker Exeter Pet Oct 24 
Ord Oct 24 

Wetcurman, Huan, late of West > Fancy Dzaper 
High C court Pet Sept 16 Ord Oct 2 

Wewmay, Francis Heatrucore, y back 4 Surrey, General 
Contractor Croydon Pet July 15 ‘Ord Oct 29 

Wituiams, Joux, Newtown, Brynhyfryd, Swansea, En- 
gine Driver Swansea Pet Oct 20° Ord Oct 23 

Wiytie, Henry Roserts, Birmingham, Joinery Manu- 
facturer Birming! Pet Oct! 4 Ord Oct 23 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 
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